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ABSTRACT 
PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS; AN ANALYSIS OF 
PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN FEDERAL JOB TRAINING 
FEBRUARY 1989 
FLORIAN RICHARD NEVEU, B.A., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
M. A. , UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME 
M. A. , CENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
Ed. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Kenneth A. Ertel 
A study was conducted to examine private sector 
involvement in the federal job training and employment 
system since the inception of the Job Training Partnership 
Act (JTPA) of 1982. The problem was to ascertain whether the 
innovative involvement of the private sector in the 
management and oversight of federal job training programs 
had achieved the explicit and implicit goals of the JTPA 
legislation. 
The methodology used included a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative strategies. A literature review 
was first conducted followed by a series of unstructured 
interviews with Private Industry Council (PIC) members. This 
led to the development of a three part survey instrument: 
questionnaire, attitudinal survey, and open ended question 
format. The survey instrument was pilot tested, refined, and 
mailed to a random sample of 300 public and private sector 
members of PICs within New England. The data was put into a 
computer and analyzed using the App-Stat analysis program. 
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The study indicated that private sector involvement in 
job training has a positive impact on the management and 
operation of the local training and employment system, 
including improved public sector program management, 
increased responsiveness of training to local labor market 
needs, and improved operational effectiveness based on 
measured performance. Commitment to PIC goals, leadership 
ability, company support of efforts, and time availability" 
were cited as the most important characteristics of 
effective PIC members. 
The study cited several areas of need including the 
lack of an adequate orientation and familiarization program 
for members, the need for more local autonomy and 
flexibility in order to address local problems, and the need 
to reverse the continued decline in the availability of 
funding resources for staff and programs. 
Recommendations were made for improving private sector 
utilization in the federal job training system. Suggested 
changes to legislation included broadening program 
eligibility requirements, altering performance standards, 
and establishing a stable funding base. Recommendations for 
future research and for using the data emanating from the 
study were also made. 
(Keywords: Manpower Development, Vocational Education, 
Employment Policy, Private Industry Council, Job Training 
Partnership Act) 
vi 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) replaced the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) in 1983 as 
the nation's primary federally funded training and 
employment program. The purpose of JTPA is to establish 
programs to prepare youth and unskilled adults for entrv 
into the labor force, and to make job training available to 
those individuals facing barriers to employment who are in 
special need of such training. (Public Law 97-300, Sec. 2, 
1982) . 
JTPA was established as one of the block grant programs 
proposed by President Reagan as part of the governmental 
philosophy of "New Federalism". This approach shifts the 
primary responsibility for administering federal programs 
from the Federal Government to the individual states. In 
this regard, the Act is replete with references to the role 
of the implementation and operation of programs at the local 
level (National Commission for Employment Policy, 1987). 
Although the Act continued many of the same programs 
that had been operated under CETA, it broke new legislative 
ground in mandating private sector involvement in the 
activities provided for in the legislation. Although CETA 
had a provision for private sector involvement, it was 
primarily in an advisory capacity. Local government agencies 
had sole responsibility for program planning and management. 
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JTPA required that Private Industry Councils (PICs) be 
established in every service delivery area in the country, 
and these councils were given the responsibility to plan and 
manage program activities in partnership with local 
governments. The councils were specifically charged with 
providing policy guidance for and oversight over activities 
operated under the job training plan, which it must approve. 
It was also authorized to serve as the local administrator, 
or could agree to allow some other entity to administer the 
activities of the job training plan. In every instance, it 
operates on a co-equal basis with units of local government, 
who act in a partnership capacity with the PIC. 
The Act requires that the councils be composed of an 
absolute majority of private sector members, with the 
Chairperson of the council selected from among these private 
sector representatives. Private sector members on the 
council are selected from nominees made by general purpose 
business organizations, and are appointed to the council by 
the chief elected official of the local governmental unit. 
The balance of members of the council consist of 
representatives of educational agencies, organized labor, 
rehabilitation agencies, community-based organizations, 
economic development agencies, and the public employment 
service. 
JTPA was implemented on October 1, 1983. After five 
years of operation, it is both appropriate and necessary to 
study the effectiveness of private sector involvement in 
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federal job training, to identify successes and 
shortcomings in the public—private sector partnership 
mandated by legislation, and propose recommendations to 
improve the involvement of the private sector. 
Statement of the Problem 
The innovative involvement of the private sector in the 
management and oversight of publicly funded job training 
programs was based on the implicit premise that such 
involvement would enhance the overall efficiency and 
effectiveness of job training programs. It was anticipated 
that resources would be more accurately targeted to those in 
need, and that management practices would be improved 
through the infusion of private sector expertise. It was 
also believed that such involvement would help to forge a 
partnership between local governments and the private 
sector, which would lead to improved job training programs 
which met the needs of both the participants in training as 
well as the local labor market area businesses. 
After five years of operation, it is necessary to 
assess in depth the degree to which private sector 
involvement in JTPA has achieved both the explicit and 
implicit goals of the new federal legislation. A recent 
study of private sector involvement (Walker et al., 1986) 
suggests that private sector involvement in JTPA has 
resulted in an emphasis on sound management practices and 
the attainment of short term goals, which in turn has led to 
an improved image of federal job training. However the study 
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notes that adherence to these management principles may have 
encouraged program operators to focus on quick results, 
thereby failing to address the issue of how to help the hard 
core' structurally unemployed. Now, it is highly appropriate 
to examine private sector involvement from the point of view 
of the private sector members themselves, to determine their 
perceptions and views as to their past and current 
involvement in JTPA, and to propose suggestions for their 
improved utilization in the management and operation of the 
federal training and employment system in the future. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to assess the attitudes 
of members of New England Private Industry Councils (PICs) 
about their involvement in the federal job training and 
employment system as part of the Job Training Partnership 
Act. Specifically, the study will address the following 
research questions: 
Research Question One: PIC Membership 
What are the important characteristics of Private 
Industry Council members, and has the orientation/ 
familiarization process for new PIC members been adequate to 
meet their mandated responsibilities? 
Research Question Two: Basic Program Goals 
Has the conceptual basis and rationale for private 
sector involvement in JTPA, such as improved management, 
training programs more responsive to labor market demands, 
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and a closer relationship between the public and private 
sectors, been realized in practice? 
Research Question Three: Impact on Training 
Has private sector involvement impacted on key job 
training issues such as the type of client served, the 
quality and appropriateness of programs/services, the 
selection and performance of service vendors, the planning 
of training programs, and the operational effectiveness of 
local job training programs? 
Research Question Four: Private Sector Use 
Has private sector expertise been effectively utilized 
in the planning, policy guidance and oversight of federal; 
job training programs, the three primary areas of 
responsibility outlined in JTPA legislation? How can private 
sector expertise be more fully utilized to benefit the 
federal job training programs? 
Significance of the Study 
This study is considered to be of significant value 
because of the magnitude of federal funds spent on training 
and employment programs each year, and the seeming trend at 
the federal and state level to assign ever greater 
responsibilities to the private sector for the planning and 
management of publicly funded programs. For example, at the 
federal level the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act 
of 1985 mandates State Councils of Vocational Education, 
which must have a majority of private sector representatives 
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as members. Recent state legislation in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts also reflects an expansion of the role of 
Private Industry Councils in the area of employment related 
education and training programs. Section 105 of the Fiscal 
Year 1989 State Budget of Massachusetts authorizes the 
establishment of a system of regional employment boards 
which would institutionalize at the state level the 
federally authorized Private Industry Councils. 
It is anticipated that the study will illuminate 
progress made to date in regard to private sector 
involvement in the federal Job Training Partnership 
Act, from the point of view of the private sector members 
themselves. It will also attempt to provide suggestions for 
improved utilization of private sector expertise in 
federally funded job training and employment programs. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Program Administrator. This refers to the entity 
designated to administer a job training plan under the Job 
Training Partnership Act. This entity may be a Private 
Industry Council, a unit of local government, a nonprofit 
private organization, or any other entity agreed upon by the 
Private Industry Council and the chief elected official. 
2. Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). The Job 
Training Partnership Act refers to Public Law 97-300, passed 
on October 13, 1982, which replaced the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act (CETA) as the federal job 
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training program for economically disadvantaged individuals 
in the United States. 
3. Labor Market Area. This refers to an economically 
integrated geographic area within which individuals can 
reside and find employment, or can readily change employment 
without changing their place of residence. 
4. Private Industry Council (PIC). A local board, the 
majority of whose membership is composed of private sector 
representatives, with the primary function of providing 
policy guidance and oversight with respect to the job 
training plan in the local Service Delivery Area. 
5. Private Sector. Private Sector refers to persons who 
are owners of business concerns, chief executives or chief 
operating officers of private for-profit employers and major 
nongovernmental employers, such as health and educational 
institutions or other executives of such employers who have 
substantial management or policy responsibility. 
6. Service Delivery Area (SDA). Each state is divided 
into local service delivery areas which are normally 
consistent with labor market areas. Each Service Delivery 
Area must have a Private Industry Council. 
7. State Job Training Coordination Council (SJTCC). A 
statewide council appointed by the Governor, with at least 
one third membership of private sector representatives, 
whose primary duties are to plan, coordinate, and monitor 
employment and training services in the state. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
There is a long history in this country of private 
participation in publicly funded activities at the federal, 
state, and local governmental levels. There is also an 
extensive body of federal legislation which mandates public 
participation in a wide variety of programs and through an 
extensive array of forms and processes. However, the Job 
Training Partnership Act (JTPA ) of 1982, the nation's 
foremost manpower training and employment program, broke 
new legislative ground in mandating major private sector 
involvement in the management, oversight, and operation of 
the programs and activities provided for under this Act. A 
recent report detailing this new legislation commented that 
JTPA "...can be viewed as a landmark piece of federal aid 
legislation...The Act goes further than any other similar 
type of federal legislation--past or current—in equalizing 
authority between the public and private sectors..." 
(National Alliance of Business, 1983, p. 1). This study 
examines the background of private sector participation 
leading up to the passage of JTPA, and attempts to assess 
the relative impact that private sector involvement in the 
governance of JTPA has made since its implementation on 
October 1, 1983. 
The innovative involvement of the private sector in the 
shared governance of publicly funded job training programs, 
as exemplified in the JTPA legislation, was based on the 
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implicit premise that such involvement would siqnificantly 
enhance the overall efficiency and effectiveness of 
federal job training programs. It was anticipated that 
resources would be more effectively targeted to those in 
need, that training programs would better prepare unemployed 
persons for available jobs within the private sector, and 
that management practices would be improved and made more 
efficient through the infusion of private sector expertise. 
Although the exact details of this knowledge diffusion 
process were not spelled out in the legislation, the Act 
mandated specific structures and procedures to ensure 
private sector involvement in the policy development, 
planning, management, and oversight of the nation's job 
training and employment system. 
This review of private sector involvement and impact on 
federal employment and training activities has been 
conducted based upon a general to specific approach. First, 
a brief examination of citizen participation in our society 
has been made, to put the subject into an overall context. 
The study then focuses on the role that citizens in general 
and private sector representatives in particular have 
played in federally legislated programs. The study then 
traces private sector involvement in federal employment and 
training programs, including the Manpower Development and 
Training Act (MDTA) of 1962 and the Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act (CETA) of 1973. The study examines the role 
of the private sector in Title VII, a major modification of 
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CETA enacted into law in 1978, which initiated the concept 
of Private Industry Councils. Finally, the study looks in 
depth at private sector involvement in the Job Training 
Partnership Act of 1982 (JTPA), the nation's current 
employment and training program, with particular emphasis on 
Private Industry Councils as the forum for private sector 
participation. It also assesses the impact of private 
sector involvement in the federal employment and training 
system. 
Private Participation; An Historical Perspective 
In looking at private participation in federal job 
training, it is useful to examine the historical background 
of private involvement in public activities in order to 
provide a framework and perspective for discussion. In this 
regard, this review first looks at citizen participation in 
American society from earliest times, and then examines the 
legislative and executive branch support for such 
participation from a federal perspective. It then discusses 
the development of private participation in vocational 
education in somewhat greater detail. 
Citizen Participation in American Society 
Private participation has played an important role in 
American society throughout its history, and can be 
considered almost indigenous to the American way of life. 
Citizen volunteers can be found from the earliest colonial 
times, and volunteer.ism has been commonplace at every stage 
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of our society's development. A siqnificant observation made 
by Seider (1960) is that its form and functions have changed 
over time, and the degree of volunteer ism has ebbed and 
flowed within different agencies and institutions base on 
the varying needs of our society. In this regard, 
volunteerism has grown to huge numbers during periods of 
crisis in our country. For example, it is estimated that 
eleven million volunteers participated in various agencies 
and institutions during World War II (Seider, 1960, p. 40). 
Today, we find citizen participation in all aspects of 
our society; within agencies, foundations, governmental 
units, and other institutions; serving on planning boards, 
advisory groups, study commissions, and special interest 
groups; and participation in activities ranging from 
economic development and human services to active 
involvement in local political activities and public-private 
partnerships. A broad trend line identified by Seider 
(1960) has been the growing group of paid staff within 
agencies, which have taken over many of the roles that 
volunteers have played in the past. However, volunteerism 
continues to play a major role in our society. For example, 
a recent report by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services identified over 760,000 volunteers involved in 
their programs (President's Task Force on Private Sector 
Initiatives, 1982, p. 40). 
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In looking at participation modalities in our society, 
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(1979) categorized citizen participation into two distinct 
forms, individual and organizational. Individual forms of 
participation would include such activities as voting, 
political campaigning, serving as volunteers in programs and 
projects, and testifying at public hearings. In looking at 
organizational forms, the Commission identified local civic 
associations, special interest groups, and entities such as 
official citizens committees, commissions and councils 
established within the governmental framework. Some of 
these organizations are voluntary associations established 
without any governmental support or initiative, while others 
are created or sponsored by government (Advisory 
Commission, 1979). This study will be primarily concerned 
with this latter form of organizational participation. 
Federal Legislation and Private Participation 
Over the years, the federal government has passed a 
broad range of legislation which provides for, and in many 
instances mandates, citizen participation and involvement. 
The objectives of citizen participation are different from 
program to program, and include such diverse goals as 
gaining popular acceptance for program services, providing 
for program maintenance, and attempting to deal with the 
structural causes of poverty and minority group 
inequalities. Likewise, there is recognition that such 
participation has real value, including serving to mobilize 
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unutilized resources, and providing a source of knowledge 
which can act as a creative or corrective source of energy 
to the legislated program or activity. A third important 
value of participation, often unstated, is that of acting as 
an end in itself, as an affirmation of democracy (Community 
Services Administration, 1978, p. 10). 
A review of legislation by the Community Services 
Administration (1978) indicated four basic mechanisms 
by which citizen participation has been built into 
administrative processes of government. One of the primary 
mechanisms is advisory boards, which can propose courses of 
action or comment on proposals submitted to them, but which 
have no final decision-making authority. A second form of 
participation is planning boards, which often exercise 
greater authority that advisory boards in that they can be 
allowed to approve proposals within the scope of their 
authority. However, the limits of action are usually very 
closely detailed in authorizing legislation . These are 
widely used entities in the United States today, with the 
Advisory Commission (1979) identifying approximately 800 
local planning boards throughout the country. A third form 
of citizen participation is legislation which requires the 
publishing of written materials to secure public comment. 
Finally, legislation can mandate public meetings and 
hearings to ensure public participation in the process 
(Community Services Administration, 1978). 
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In this regard, Mogulof (1970) indicates from his 
review of federal programs that most participation takes the 
form of the advisory-consultative variety. However, he also 
notes from his review that few federal agencies have any 
working definition as to what participation ought to 
involve, preferring to leave these decisions to local 
communities in their implementation of federal programs. He 
writes, "In the area of defining participation, as in every 
other area connected to the idea of citizen participation, 
federal administration by exception prevails. That is, 
federal personnel appear to steer clear of the area unless 
specific exception is taken by a local group" (Mogulof, 
1970, p. 20). 
The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(1979) has identified nine stages or areas where citizen 
participation can take place. These include the recognition 
of problems and issues, goal setting, fact finding and 
research, problem definition, the development to alternative 
policies/programs, impact analyses, recommendation and 
adoption of preferred programs, program implementation, and 
evaluation. It notes that the least involvement takes place 
at the fact finding and research stage, and the stage at 
which alternative policies and programs are developed. It 
writes: 
The high degree of expertise needed at these. 
stages (or large amounts of technical expertise 
needed to compensate for the lack of expertise 
by citizens) sometimes limits the amount of 
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participation at these two stages. Still it 
should be recognized that the professionally 
trained experts have no monopoly on creativity 
or new ways of seeing problems and solutions. In 
fact, sometimes too much training restricts vision 
enough that only a fresh view from the outside 
bureaucracy can open new vistas and break 
impasses (Advisory Commission on Intergovern¬ 
mental Relations, 1979, p. 78). 
The Advisory Commission (1979) points out that except 
for the more traditional forms of political participation, 
such as voting, campaigning, and lobbying, most forms and 
techniques of citizen participation used today are of 
relatively recent origin, particularly in the field of human 
services. It writes, "The attachment of public participation 
requirements to an increasing number of federal grant 
programs is both a product and a cause of the growth of 
citizen participation in American Government" (Advisory 
Commission, 1979, p. 109). The report notes that the first 
recorded instance of federally encouraged citizen 
participation occurred when Congress chartered chambers of 
commerce in 1912 to bring the views of the business 
community to it. During the 1930's, these efforts were 
expanded into agriculture, where committees of local farmers 
participated in the planning and management of soil 
conservation programs and other such activities, as well as 
citizen involvement in ventures such as the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. The report points out that these types of 
legislative initiatives providing for private citizen 
involvement have expanded in recent years, and that starting 
in the late 1960's and through the present, citizen 
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programs has participation in federally operated and aided 
continued to expand into new areas with new approaches. 
Executive Branch Support 
In addition to the legislative encouragement of citizen 
participation in governmental processes, strong efforts have 
been made within the executive branch to foster and 
encourage partnerships at every level between the public and 
private sectors to meet the needs of our society. A White 
House Office of Private Sector Initiatives was established 
under President Reagan to coordinate and promote public/ 
private partnerships. In addition, a presidential task 
force, established by Executive Order on December 2, 1981, 
was given the twofold mission of promoting private sector 
leadership and responsibility in meeting public needs, and 
of fostering an increased level of public/private 
partnerships in order to decrease dependence on government. 
In its final report, the task force reaffirmed the extensive 
use of volunteers in our society, and recommended that 
increased private sector initiatives be articulated in every 
aspect of the nation's life. In this regard, the report 
cited a computerized project band containing 2,500 examples 
of how organizations, individuals, and communities have 
worked together in public/private initiatives and 
partnerships developed to meet community needs (President's 
Task Force on Private Sector Initiatives. 1982, p. 3). 
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Private Participation in Vocational Education 
When we focus on the role of private participation in 
the nation's vocational education system, we find a 
pattern of long term involvement, which has increased 
significantly in the past two decades. In broad terms, 
citizen participation in the nation's educational system can 
be traced back to colonial times, when respected community 
members accepted the responsibility for providing guidance 
and leadership in school related activities. As communities 
grew more complex, governmental officials relied heavily on 
appointed groups of private citizens to review proposals and 
make recommendations (Cochran et al., 1980). 
Although there has been extensive citizen involvement 
in education, Cochran (1980) points out that this 
participation has had only limited effect in determining the 
direction of education. It was not until the social 
upheavals of the 1960's that the real impact of citizen 
participation moved into the mainstream of the educational 
process, with the advisory committee emerging as the primary 
approach used to facilitate educational/community 
partnerships. They write, "The advisory committee has 
emerged as the primary mechanism in the community to provide 
citizens with an opportunity to discuss issues, analyze 
inputs, and provide recommendations that affect the 
policies, content, and future directions of the total 
educational program. The outcomes of this rational process 
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are the prograins that evolve and the direct benefits that 
Bare realized by students" (Cochran et al.f 1980, p. 3). 
Occupational/vocational education and other 
career-related programs have had a long history of 
community involvement. Proponents of vocational education 
within this country early recognized that the involvement 
of employers and community leaders was essential to ensure 
that programs met local employment needs and were relevant 
to employees and employers alike. As far back as 1913, 
states such as Indiana mandated local advisory committees, 
representing local trades, industries, occupations, with 
the duty to "...counsel with and advise the board and other 
school officials having the management and supervision of 
such schools or departments" (Cochran et al., 1980, p. 7). 
Despite the potential benefits and advantages to be 
accrued from such activities, private sector participation 
in vocational education did not become widespread until the 
1060's. Cochran (1980) writes, "While the need for 
and the value of advisory committees were a part of the 
early philosophy of vocational education, in practice they 
tended to be used only sparingly. Despite the passage of the 
Smith Hughes Act in 1917, the practices of the 1920's, 
1930's, and 1940's suggest that little advantage was taken 
of the potential bridge between educators and their 
counterparts in the world of work" (p. 8). They attribute 
this increased involvement to the emergency demands of World 
War II, and to the rapid transitions in almost every 
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segment of life taking place during the two decades 
following the war, with citizens becoming more apt to 
question decisions made without their involvement. In this 
respect, an important legacy of the sixties was the 
legitimacy of citizen involvement in the schools, which 
gradually became embodied in an array of state and federal 
legislation as well as in local policies. 
It should be pointed out that federal legislation 
played a key role in expanding private participation during 
this time period. The Vocational Education Act of 1963 and 
the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 not only 
broadened the concept of vocational education but also 
provided for a permanent national advisory council, as well 
as mandated the creation of state advisory councils as a 
condition for receiving funds. The Education Amendments of 
1976 went even further in requiring, for the first time, 
local advisory committees in vocational education for those 
districts receiving federal assistance. The act further 
stated that local advisory committees were to be composed of 
"...members of the general public, especially represen¬ 
tatives of business, industry, and labor..." (Cochran, et 
al., 1980, p. 12). These local councils were primarily 
responsible for advising the grant recipient on current job 
needs, determining the relevance of programs in meeting 
current job needs, and helping in development of the 
application for funds. 
19 
The career education movement, which also saw major 
growth during the 1960's, was intended to unify the concepts 
of career preparation within the total context of the 
education/community environment. The Education Amendments of 
1974 created a National Advisory Council on Career Education 
which was subsequently reaffirmed by the Career Education 
Incentive Act of 1977. This latter act specified membership 
on the national council as being composed of "...not less 
than fifteen public members broadly representative of the 
fields of education, guidance, counseling, the arts, the 
humanities, the sciences, community services, business and 
industry, and the general public..." (Cochran et al., 1980, 
p. 12). In general, federal legislation supported the 
movement toward greater private participation in the 
nation's vocational education and world of work related 
programs, and hastened the pace of this involvement over 
the past several decades. 
Federal Employment and Training Programs 
Federal employment and training programs have had a 
relatively short history in our country, with major 
involvement by the federal government in manpower programs 
only a fairly recent development. In this regards, most 
observers cite the Area Redevelopment Act (ARA) of 1961 and 
the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962 as 
constituting the beginnings of a national employment and 
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training system that has grown considerably over the past 25 
years. However, major private sector participation in these 
programs has only occurred within the past decade, and has 
been driven primarily by federal legislative provisions for 
such involvement. 
Early Esderal Manpower Training Programs 
Prior to the 1960's, the major agencies and programs 
providing manpower services were the Vocational Education 
Program, which dates back to the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, 
and the Employment Service, which was created during the 
depression by the Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933. These programs 
were limited in scope and funding, and, as pointed out 
above, it was not until the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 
and the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962 that 
the federal government played a major role in job training 
and employment programs in our country. Although its budget 
of 100 million dollars was small by today's standards, MDTA 
permitted the concept of federally funded job training to 
take hold, and subsequently led to the large scale expansion 
of federal manpower training programs during the 1960's and 
19780's (Levitan and Zickler, 1979). 
In looking at private participation in federal 
employment and training programs, we can find evidence of 
legislative encouragement of private sector involvement from 
a very early stage in its evolution. The Manpower 
Development and Training Act of 1962, the first major piece 
of manpower legislation geared to providing training for 
21 
unemployed workers, called for the establishment of state 
advisory committees, and also encourage the use of local 
advisory committees. Regulations implementing the Act also 
required that these local advisory committees include 
business representatives as well as representatives of the 
disadvantaged wherever practical (Mogulof, 1970). As pointed 
out above, the Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended 
in 1968, also mandated the creation of state advisory 
councils as a condition for receiving funds, leading to the 
widespread establishment of advisory committees at the local 
level as a follow on consequence. 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
Manpower programs proliferated during the 1960's in 
concert with a wide range of measures enacted to reduce 
poverty and unemployment in this country, and to resolve the 
different employment problems of specific groups. As the 
Johnson administration evolved the "Great Society" programs 
to assist the poor, a variety of training and employment 
programs were initiated to address their concerns and needs. 
The proliferation of programs, with different 
authorizations, guidelines, clientele and delivery programs, 
often resulted in duplication or gaps in coverage at the 
local level. Looking to create a single comprehensive 
program to provide the range of services needed within 
manpower training programs. Congress passed the 
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973. 
This Act consolidated many of the job training programs 
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operated under MDTA and other federal programs, and was 
intended to be a single spigot at the federal level to fund 
manpower training programs (Levitan and Zickler, 1979). 
CETA placed a high priority on preparing disadvantaged 
and unemployed persons to obtain unsubsidized nobs in the 
private sector. This reflected the fact that at the time it 
was passed, five out of six workers in the U.S. were 
employed in the private sector (Employment and Training 
Administration, 1979, p. 1). Consequently, involving private 
sector employers in CETA programs became a major objective 
of the new legislation. CETA extended the practice of 
public participation in manpower programs bv mandating 
advisory boards at the state level, and planning councils at 
the local level. The local councils were to be composed of 
representatives of community based organizations, public 
agencies, business, labor, and members of the client 
community. These councils were authorized to recommend 
programs, plans, policies, and procedures, as well as to 
monitor and evaluate programs. However, final decisions were 
left to the administrative agency designated to manage the 
programs (Community Services Administration, 1978, p. 116). 
CETA Private Sector Initiatives Program 
Despite the efforts of federal officials to fully 
involve the private sector in the activities and programs of 
CETA, they were notably unsuccessful in attaining this goal. 
In 1978, Title VII of the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act was established as a demonstration program to 
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increase the involvement of the private sector in publicly 
funded employment and training programs. Title VII, 
otherwise known as the Private Sector Initiative Program 
(PSIP), required the formation of Private Industry Councils 
(PICs) in each of the 475 local employment and training 
jurisdictions throughout the country. Although the PICs had 
authority to plan and oversee the expenditure of Title VII 
funds, it should be noted that as a demonstration program 
PSIP was never a large part of CETA. Title VII funds never 
aPP^oached more than approximately 15 percent of the major 
training funds available under CETA. 
Smith (1982) points out that the basic motivation for 
PSIP, that of increasing effective private sector 
participation in publicly sponsored employment and training 
activities, was not a new one. He writes: 
Efforts to forge closer ties with the private 
sector extend back through most of the federal 
government's 20-year involvement in training the 
disadvantaged. Most met with reluctance on the 
part of business to be an active partner with 
government in employment and training activities 
(Smith, 1982, p. 129). 
Smith (1982) cited several factors which led to PSIP's 
institution in 1978. First, there was a growing perception 
within government that too few participants completing CETA 
training programs found jobs in the private sector. He 
points out that only 25 percent found jobs in business in 
1974 after completing training. Secondly, CETA has undergone 
substantial growth in its public service employment program, 
which involved the direct creation of subsidized jobs within 
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government. Approximately 625,000 individuals were in this 
program at any given point in time during 1977. The low 
private sector placement outcomes, coupled with the high 
growth of government subsidized jobs, reflected a very real 
concern within government that Congress would balk at 
reauthorizing CETA in 1978. A new thrust toward greater 
business involvement was felt necessary to blunt these 
criticisms of CETA. As a result. Title VII of CETA, which 
established PSIP, was proposed by the Department of Labor to 
increase private sector involvement, and it was subsequently 
included in the 1978 reauthorization of CETA (Smith, 1982, 
p. 129). 
A major study by the U.S. General Accounting Office 
(1983) of the PSIP program, as compared to traditional 
services provided under CETA, indicated that the program had 
mixed success. Although it placed more of its participants 
into private companies than did more traditional programs, 
it tended to serve a less disadvantaged clientele—older 
persons with more years of education. In looking at the 
composition of the newly formed Private Industry Councils, 
the study found that they had a private business membership 
of approximately 60 percent, with large manufacturing firms 
contributing the greatest percentage of members. The study 
noted that approximately one half of the total PIC 
membership was in upper management positions. The report 
also stated that the personal commitment of the business 
members of the PICs was exemplified by the fact that nearly 
25 
a fifth of their companies served as CETA training 
subcontractors for the PSIP program (U.S. General Accounting 
Office, 1983, p. 43). 
Job Training Partnership Act of 1982 
The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) became law in 
October, 1982, but it did not replace CETA as the nation's 
primary federally funded employment and training program 
until October 1, 1983. Administered by the Department of 
Labor, JTPA is intended to provide job training to 
individuals who need training in order to find employment. 
There were several significant changes from CETA under 
JTPA. First, the role of the federal government was greatly 
reduced, shifting many administrative and oversight 
functions to the states. Secondly, the legislation greatly 
expanded the role of the private, for-profit sector. JTPA 
established a partnership between the public and private 
sectors over all aspects of local governance and management. 
As pointed out in a recent report to Congress, "...JTPA 
differs markedly from CETA. Unlike CETA, it establishes a 
partnership between the private and public sectors over all 
aspects of local policy-making, planning, administration and 
program operations. Furthermore, it allows these public and 
private partnerships to make fundamental decisions on how to 
administer JTPA funds and on what types and mix of services 
to provide" (Office of the Comptroller General, 1985, p. 
1). In this respect, the Act mandated that the governance of 
local JTPA programs be carried out jointly by local 
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government and a Private Industry Council (PIC). Although 
the original concept of PICs had been articulated under 
Title VII of CETA, the new Act greatly expanded the roles 
and scope of responsibilities of these boards. 
As was the case under Title VII of CETA, membership on 
the PIC was prescribed by the new legislation so that a 
majority of its representatives were members of the private 
sector. This was done to ensure that a joint partnership 
between the public and private sectors would emerge. The 
Committee on Education and Labor in its report accompanying 
the bill establishing JTPA, wrote, "In order to assure vital 
private sector participation in activities funded under this 
Act while retaining essential public accountability for the 
use of federal funds, the Committee bill establishes an 
equal partnership between the unit or units of local 
government in the prime sponsor area and a business and 
industry dominated Private Industry Council... The Committee 
bill establishes the Private Industry Council as an 
independent board not subject to the control of the prime 
sponsor" (Committee on Education and Labor, 1982. p. 9). 
The Act also mandates a State Job Training Coordinating 
Council, appointed by the Governor, at least one third of 
whose membership had to be from business and industry. 
Although given broad responsibilities. The State Council, 
unlike the local Private Industry Councils, serves in an 
advisory capacity only, with all its plans and decisions 
subject to the governor's approval. In describing the two 
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different councils, the National Alliance of Business (1983, 
writes, 
The Act provides the option and authority for the 
PIC at the local level to be a strong independent 
entity, it is characterized as a different type 
of institution than the state council which is 
largely under the Governor's control. Business 
majority nominations for the PIC are controlled by 
local business organizations. The PIC controls its 
own size, operating procedures, and election of 
chair. its members serve established terms and 
cannot be removed or disbanded by local govern¬ 
ment (p. 11) . 
In defining the duties and responsibilities of PICs, 
the Act goes well beyond previous manpower legislation. PICs 
must approve the plan which describes who will be served, 
the type of services to be provided, and the allocation 
of resources. The PIC is also charged with overseeing the 
policies and activities carried out by the administrative 
agency or grant recipient which operates the programs. 
Moreover, the PIC can be selected to serve as grant 
recipient if the local government agrees. It can also 
define its own staff and budget out of the funds available 
to the local service delivery area (U.S. Congress, 1982). 
In looking more closely at the composition of local 
Private Industry Councils, the Act mandates that the private 
sector members be a majority on the council, and be from the 
ranks of business owners, chief executives/chief operating 
officers, or be other executives with substantial management 
or policy responsibility. An extensive survey review by the 
Comptroller General of the initial implementation of this 
portion of the Act found that about 69 percent of the pri — 
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vate sector members were owners, presidents, vice-presidents 
of chairpersons in their business "...indicating involve¬ 
ment from a high level within the local business community" 
(Office of the Comptroller General, 1985, p. 27). 
An Impact Assessment 
In looking at the impact of private sector involvement 
in federal job training programs, it is useful to look at 
the effect of this involvement prior to the Job Training 
Partnership Act of 1982, and activity subsequent to the 
passage of this legislation. In this regard, this review 
will briefly describe the impact of this involvement in 
pre-JTPA programs, and look in more detail at the impact of 
private sector activities under JTPA. 
Pre-JTPA Programs 
Private Sector involvement in federal employment and 
training programs is a fairly recent development. Of the 
three major federal programs of the past 25 years—MDTA, 
CETA, and JTPA—only JTPA incorporated strong provisions for 
mandatory private sector participation in its governance and 
operations. Although CETA initiated some of the concepts 
and structures woven into JTPA, these were concepts which 
evolved primarily in the later years of CETA, on a small 
scale, and in a demonstration format. 
Early CETA efforts to secure private sector 
participation were generally ineffectual. In looking at tne 
early CETA planning councils, for example, business 
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representatives composed up to 25 percent of the membership. 
But these representatives were, "...frequently company 
public affairs officers. Their primary duties were to 
represent the company in a variety of community and public 
service organizations and, often, to manage corporate 
contributions" (Employment and Training, 1979, p. 25). 
Local agencies under CETA initiated and experimented 
with a variety of public-private partnerships intended to 
increase private sector participation in programs. These 
experiences provided the basis for many of the suggestions 
and recommendations for change that led to the 
implementation of the Private Sector Initiatives Program 
(PSIP) in 1978, and subsequently to the Job Training 
Partnership Act of 1982, which borrowed heavily from PSIP 
concepts. 
The CETA PSIP, in operation for only a few short years, 
was considered to be an effective strategy for increasing 
private sector involvement through the institution of 
Private Industry Councils. However, a major study of the 
impact of this increased participation reflected mixed 
results. The design and management of programs improved 
somewhat, but PICs tended to serve only the most job ready 
clients—those that were better educated or older than the 
normal training population. Discussinq this issue, Smith 
(1982) writes: 
The very worst-off among the disadvantaged popu-. 
lation are likely to go underserved or unserved in 
programming mounted by PIC-like entities. The 
30 
clear tendency of PICs to seek out the most job- 
ready and not the worst-off stemmed from an under¬ 
standing focus on serving business needs 
effectively. This poses a dilemma of sorts, for if 
federal policy requires that the most disadvan¬ 
taged groups be served, then the leeway and 
authority that can be given to a private sector 
entity will be constrained. No ready solution to 
this problem is apparent (Smith, 1982, p. 5). 
Private Sector Involvement in JTPA 
Despite the somewhat mixed results of the CETA PSIP 
experiences with private sector participation, the 
overwhelming evidence suggests this was an idea whose time 
had come in federal employment and training programs, and 
the Job Training Partnership Act incorporated- the basic 
concepts of PSIP in its legislation. However, even during 
the enactment process, there were those legislators who were 
concerned with the expanded role of the private sector. 
Representative Ted Weiss, in his separate statement attached 
to the Committee on Education and Labor's report on the 
bill, expressed deep concerns about the expanded role of the 
private sector in the proposed Act. He felt that the 
societal functions of employment and training programs, the 
gearing of programs to society's "left-overs" were at 
least as important as the economic function, which he felt 
was of primary interest to the private sector. He wrote, My 
basic fears are that (1) a very significant portion of the 
private sector does not appreciate the significance of the 
societal functions of these programs and (2) the private 
sector, consequently, views itself as having at most only an 
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indirect responsibility to meeting such societal needs" 
(Committee on Education and Labor, 1982, p. 68). 
However, despite some limited reservations such as 
those expressed by Representative Weiss, there was 
strong bipartisan support for the new JTPA legislation. The 
Act was signed into law on October 13, 1982, and implemented 
on October 1, 1983, after a one year gearing up period. 
The Office of the Comptroller General (1985) reviewed 
the first year implementation of the new Act, and found 
general compliance with its provisions. State Advisory 
Councils were in place, and Private Industry Councils had 
been organized in all of the approximately 600 local 
service delivery areas. In 74 of these areas the PICs were 
serving as program administrators. Approximately 9,000 
private sector business representatives were serving on 
these Councils throughout the United States. 
A major foundation sponsored study of the Job Training 
Partnership Act, conducted by Walker (1986) for 
Grinker Associates, Inc., looked at its implementation and 
operation from October 1, 1983 to June 30, 1985. The study 
included interviews, field visits, telephone surveys, and 
data analysis. The report highlighted the two major changes 
in the system of governance from CETA to JTPA; that of 
increased state responsibility for oversight and policy, and 
the shared authority of the private sector with local 
officials under the aegis of the Private Industry Councils 
(PICs). Walker noted that JTPA had clearly increased private 
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sector involvement in the nation's employment and traininq 
system. PICs had been established in every delivery area, 
and they had business sector chairpersons and business 
sector majorities. It noted that over 70 percent of the 
business sector representatives had no previous involvement 
with CETA or any other employment and training Drogram, 
clearly reflecting increased involvement by the private 
sector (Walker et al., 1986, p. 80). 
In looking more closely at this private sector 
participation in JTPA, the study notes that it does not rely 
on market mechanisms or direct financial incentives to PIC 
members. He believes that the service motives of unpaid 
members of PICs are similar to those of members of 
non-profit or philanthropic boards. He sees them serving for 
many reasons; such as commitment to the goals of JTPA, as a 
socially useful outlet for their expertise, for the prestige 
or public relations value of being a PIC member, and, in 
some cities, even municipal boosterism has played a role. 
He also notes that, in some areas, an intense distrust of 
the public sector seemed to motivate some PIC members, "...a 
sense among business representatives that they will show the 
local government how to run a program" Walker et al., p. 
81) . 
From an impact point of view. Walker's study notes that 
PICs were clearly instrumental in re-shaping the managerial 
practices and policies of employment and training svstems. 
In the majority of local areas studied, ne notes that 
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substantial changes had been made in managerial practices, 
...changes that have resulted in greater operating 
efficiencies when judged by most conventional business 
benchmarks" (Walker et al., 1986, p. 13). Interviews in the 
study found that a substantial majority of business sector 
members was their role as bringing business methods and 
practices to the operation of JTPA programs. They also 
emphasized ’cne importance of meeting performance outcomes, 
...which were without exception defined as meeting the 
federal performance standards, not as resolving any 'social 
problem'" (Walker et al., 1986, p. 82). 
The Walker study notes that JTPA, like its PSIP 
predecessor, has also resulted in an emphasis on helping 
those who needed the help least, and on "...helping those 
most likely to be employed to take the last few steps needed 
for placement" Walker et al., 1986, p. 13). In looking at 
this phenomenon, he believes that it grows out of the 
businesslike approach incorporated into the JTPA structure. 
He writes, "Under JTPA there has been an emphasis on quick 
results and inexpensive placements. This emphasis conforms 
well to the philosophy of the private sector majority in the 
PIC structure" (Walker et al., 1986, p. 117). It notes that 
critics of the new Act accuse the local PICs of "creaming", 
that is, "...enrolling those who are likely to get a job 
anyway, while avoiding those who require substantial help in 
the- form of complex training and ancillary services 
(Walker et al., 1986, p. 118). 
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An interesting finding by the study is that the private 
sector involvement under JTPA has had little effect on the 
content of individual training programs. This finding tends 
to run counter to one of the primary reasons for involving 
the business community in the federal job training system. 
A major reason expressed by Congress for the passage of the 
Act was the need for private sector involvement in the 
defining of training programs needed to enter the job force. 
Walker believes that the private sector has failed to impact 
the content of training programs for two reasons: the long 
term continuity of expertise built up in federal job 
training programs after two decades of training, and the 
fact that there are only a limited number of ways to learn 
new skills such as work processing or carpentry (Walker et 
al., 1986, p. 115). 
A recent look at the Job Training Partnership Act by a 
staff reporter of the Wall Street Journal highlighted some 
of the concerns detailed by Walker, particularly the issue 
of failing to serve those who need the help the most. 
Blumenthal (1987) notes that although the j.ob training 
effort has a much higher placement rate than did CETA, the 
structure of JTPA and the performance standards which drive 
the system result in short term results at the expense of 
long term solutions. She notes that to meet their placement 
goals, local programs increasingly feel under pressure to 
screen out those who are most difficult to train and place 
(Blumenthal, 1987, p. 15). Giving voice to critics, she 
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writes that the job training is seriously flawed, and 
"...focuses on those who could probably find jobs on their 
own and turns its back on those who need the help the most" 
(Blumenthal, 1987, p. 1). 
A second serious concern with JTPA expressed by 
Blumenthal centers around the increased use of job training 
programs and funding to support private sector training 
programs that companies might otherwise finance themselves. 
Citing several instances where corporations are using JTPA 
funds to train or retrain their workforce, she notes that 
critics are labeling these efforts as "...welfare for 
corporations" (Blumenthal, 1987, p. 1). She noted that this 
concern with who JTPA is actually helping has led to 
Congressional hearings in recent months, which are examining 
ways to encourage states to train and place the long term 
unemployed. 
In as more recent examination of JTPA, Levitan and 
Gallo (1988) took a broad look at the involvement of the 
private sector in job training. Their analysis indicated 
that business participation has had a significant impact on 
the enhancement of JTPA's image, but they did not find 
definitive evidence that employer involvement had improved 
program operations. In comparing the local partnerships with 
the previous government dominated job training system, they 
write, "There is little indication that a different 
administrative framework has significantly improved JTPA's 
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operations, but the public relations impact has clearly been 
salutary" (Levitan and Gallo, 1988, p. 38). 
The analysis by Levitan and Gallo (1988) also found 
generally harmonious relationships between the public and 
private sectors at the local level as the the Walker 
(1986) study. However, they noted that JTPA budget 
reductions and the introduction of performance standards, 
especially job placement and cost per placement standards, 
may be playing a greater role on JTPA operations than the 
new administrative relationship between the public and 
private sector. 
Summary 
Major private sector involvement in the nation's 
employment and training system is a relatively recent 
phenomenon. Likewise, the Job Training Partnership Act, 
which made a significant departure from previous legislation 
in mandating full private sector involvement in its 
governance and operation, has substantially changed both the 
policies and practices of the federal job training system. 
Although only in existence for approximately five years, 
JTPA has changed management practices, program operations, 
and population groups served. There has been a significant 
improvement in performance over CETA, as measured by 
placement rates into private sector jobs. JTPA has achieved 
these improvements often by focusing its efforts on those 
individuals who are easiest to train and place, ignoring the 
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more difficult to serve who could perhaps benefit most from 
job training. 
JTPA has greatly increased the role of the private 
sector, as well as the involvement of private sector 
representatives in its operations. The studies to date have 
indicated that a genuine partnership between PICs and local 
governments have evolved in many areas. Intended to ensure 
that the private sector could exert considerable influence 
on job training programs and policies, this involvement has 
been reflected in a greater emphasis on business practices 
and improved management of programs and activities, and less 
on the content or structure of individual training programs. 
Existing studies indicate that the private sector 
involvement has been reflected in an emphasis on business 
practices and quantifiable performance standards, which has 
led in turn to a focus on quick results and inexpensive 
placements. While this has maximized the resources available 
to JTPA, it has tended to result in an avoidance 
of service to those clients who are more difficult to train 
and place, or who require substantial ancillary services to 
make them job ready. Walker (1986) sums up this diverse 
impact as follows: 
JTPA has brought very visible changes to the 
management and functioning of the nation's 
employment and training system. There changes 
have made the system more efficient by imposing a 
few important bench marks. Whether they have also 
brought greater effectiveness depends in part 
on the view taken regarding the population the 
orogram should be serving. It is oeneficial to 
many of those it serves, but there are important 
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outstanding guest.Ions regarding Its choice of 
whom to serve (Walker et al., p. 120). 
The review of literature indicated that studies to date 
have primarily focused on the initial implementation and 
early operation of JTPA, with the most complete work by 
Walker (1986) only looking at JTPA through the close 
of Program Year 1985 (June, 1985). Information concerning 
the impact of the private sector involvement on the job 
training system has been extracted primarily through 
analysis of performance data emanating from the formal 
information system and discussions with officials within 
the system. No comprehensive study was found that looked at 
the system from the perspective of private sector members 
themselves. However, the review of literature provided an 
excellent frame of reference from which to identify issues 
and areas of concern, and to start as a baseline for 
identifying research areas of concern for this study. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
This chapter offers a description of the research 
methodology that was used in the study. The sample 
population used in collecting the data, the process used to 
develop instrumentation, and the data collection methodology 
that was followed are described. A discussion of the 
approaches used to interpret study data concludes Chapter 
III. 
Design of the Study 
The study is intended to assess the impact of private 
sector involvement in the activities associated with the Job 
Training Partnership Act, within the context of Private 
Industry Councils created by the Act. The research 
methodology is founded on a descriptive approach to 
research, and relies primarily on a survey instrument that 
was developed and mailed to a randomly selected sample of 
members of these Councils within New England. The responses 
to these surveys were used to gather the necessary data for 
analysis. 
Description of the Sample 
There are 28 Private Industry Councils within New 
England, with the bulk of the councils in the more populous 
states of Connecticut and Massachusetts. Each council ranges 
in size from 20 to 50 individuals, and is composed of both 
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public sector and private sector members, with approximately 
55 percent coming from the private sector and the balance 
from public sector agencies and institutions. These Councils 
provided the sample used in the study. However, only those 
councils generally associated with a local geographic area 
were selected. Those councils that represented whole states, 
such as Maine, or were organized to represent large 
geographic regions within a state because of low population 
densities, were excluded from the sample. It was felt that 
the issues of local private-public sector partnerships 
that were being explored in this study would be best 
examined using a sample from Councils that represented 
distinct local entities. A total of four Councils were 
excluded for these reasons. A total of 750 potential 
respondents were identified. 
The Private Industry Council members were grouped into 
two categories, private sector and public sector. A total of 
300 Private Industry Council members were then selected, 
using random sampling techniques, to receive the survey 
instrument. One hundred and fifty were drawn from each major 
grouping, to ensure that an adequate number of both public 
sector and private sector members were selected to provide a 
response rate of 100 individuals in each grouping based on 
an anticipated 67 percent return rate. 
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Development, of the Instrument 
Following the review of literature relating to private 
sector involvement in public programs, a series of 
unstructured interviews were conducted with five selected 
PIC members, using an interview guide. These interviews were 
used to further identify issues and concerns relating to the 
effectiveness of PICs and the degree to which private sector 
involvement has impacted on the federal training and 
employment system. The interviews, coupled with the 
literature review, were used to develop a draft survey 
instrument, as described below. 
Unstructured interviews using an interview guide 
appeared to be the best suited qualitative approach to 
providing additional insights into effectiveness issues 
relating to private sector participation in federal job 
training programs. As pointed out by Lofland (1971, p. 76), 
the purpose of this guided conversation is to elicit rich, 
detailed materials from the interviewees which can be used 
in a variety of ways. Using an interview guide, the 
researcher had the PIC members respond to the following 
general categories: 
1. Each subject's perception as to the adequacy of 
preparation and training for their service on the PIC. 
2. Each subject's perceived contribution based on their 
participation on the PIC. 
3. Examination of subject's expectation for self and 
expectations held by others as to their role. 
42 
4. Impact of private sector participation on the 
federal job training system. 
5. Extent to which mandated roles and responsibilities 
are being accomplished. 
6. Degree to which partnership with the public sector 
is being realized in practice. 
7. Suggestions and recommendations for improved 
utilization of the private sector in the federal job 
training system. 
In analyzing the data derived from these interviews, an 
attempt was made to identify common factors, themes and 
issues associated with private sector participation on PICs. 
Information gathered during the interview process was used 
to supplement and corroborate the data derived through the 
review of the literature. Based upon this aggregated data, a 
three part draft survey instrument consisting of a 
questionnaire, an attitudinal survey based on the Likert 
Scale technique, and an open ended question format was 
developed. 
Pilot interviews using the draft instrument were 
conducted with eight Private Industry Council members. 
Respondents were asked to complete the survey instrument and 
to generate comments regarding their understanding of each 
item, its applicability, and its completeness. An open ended 
discussion was also held with each respondent to identify 
ways to improve the quality of data derived from the 
instrument. This pilot study technique was then used to 
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further refine and focus the research instrument. A total of 
12 questions (Section A) and 22 Likert Scale statements 
(Section B) were developed to address the five objectives of 
the study. Three open ended questions were also included in 
the study to provide respondents with an opportunity to 
identify issues of their own choosing relating to PIC 
effectiveness. The survey instrument, containing Sections A, 
B, and the optional open ended questions, is shown 
at Appendix A. 
Data Collection 
A cover letter was attached to the surveys which asked 
participants to return the survey in an enclosed 
self-addressed stamped envelope which was included in the 
mailing. The cover letter is shown at Appendix B. 
The survey instrument was coded to identify 
respondents. Two weeks after the requested response date 
listed in the cover letter, a telephone call was made to a 
sample of ten non respondents. In seven instances, the 
individuals indicated that they had been on the council for 
such a short period of time that they did not feel qualified 
to complete the instrument. Two individuals indicated that 
they did not have the time to complete survey instruments, 
and one individual could not be reached. Based on the return 
rate at that point, and the survey of non-respondents, it 
was determined that a follow-up mailing would not 
significantly improve the response rate, and the data 
analysis was initiated. The sub-totals and percentages for 
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each group are shown in Table 1. These totals include six 
members, four private sector members and two public sector 
members, who wrote to say that they were unable to complete 
the instrument primarily due to lack of sufficient 
experience or short duration of membership on PIC. 
Table 1 
Instrument Response Data 
Number Number Percent 
Mailed Returned Returned 
Private Sector Members 150 79 52.7 
Public Sector Members 150 89 59.3 
Total Sample 300 168 56.0 
Data Analysis 
The raw data collected through the use of the two 
survey instruments was entered into a computer, using the 
App-Stat statistical analysis package. Because of the design 
of the study, no sophisticated statistical analysis was 
required. However, frequency distributions, percents, 
standard deviations, and mean and median responses were 
obtained to better describe the results of the study. 
Each of the two parts of the survey instrument were 
entered into the computer data base, using appropriate 
codes. Section A, which asked twelve questions pertaining 
to membership and participation on the PIC, required an 
appropriate coding for each question, and each question was 
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treated on an individual basis. In general, the following 
coding was used: A - 1; B- 2; C- 3; D - 4; E- 5; 
F - 6; G - 7; and H - 8. 
Section B, which consisted of 22 Likert Scale 
statements, was coded in the computer with the following 
standard values for each statement: Strongly Disagree - 1; 
Disagree - 2; No Opinion - 3; Agree - 4; and Strongly 
Agree - 5. Written Responses to the three optional 
questions were grouped by the public or private sector 
category of respondent for review and analysis. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Results of the statistical analysis of the raw data 
from Sections A and B of the survey instrument are presented 
in Chapter IV. The analysis included a standard frequency 
count for each item utilizing crosstabulation procedures. 
Descriptive statistics were also developed for each item, 
including mean, standard deviation, median and summary of 
scores. The analysis included a separate review of the data 
for public sector PIC members as well as for private sector 
members. A composite analysis of the data was also 
performed. The data gathered from the instrument is first 
presented in tabular form, followed by a discussion of the 
data's contribution to answering the research questions 
posed in Chapter I. 
Data Collected From the Survey Instrument 
A standard survey instrument was mailed to a sample 
of public and private sector PIC members situated within the 
New England area. The instrument contained three sections. 
Section A addressed a variety of questions concerning the 
Members' participation on their councils. Section B, based 
upon a Likert Scale approach, attempted to ascertain 
members' attitudes toward a variety of issues and concerns 
facing PICs. Finally, respondents were provided the 
opportunity to answer three open ended questions concerning 
their views on the major strengths and weaknesses of PICs 
as well as suggestions on how to improve PIC effectiveness. 
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Seventy-five private sector members and eighty-seven 
public sector members completed the two part instrument for 
a total of 162 respondents. Of these, fifty-two private 
sector members answered the optional open ended questions as 
did sixty-two public sector members, for an overall 70.4 
percent response rate of the total 162 respondents. 
Table 2, page 49, reports summary results of Section A, 
including frequency distributions and mean responses for 
both private sector and public sector members as well as 
combined response data. Table 3, page 54, reports similar 
summary results for Section B of the survey. Appendices I 
and J summarize written responses from the private and 
public sector respondents to the optional questions. 
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Table 2. Section A Data. 
QUESTION PRIVATE 
% 
PUBLIC 
MEAN % MEAN 
COMBINED 
k MEAN 
LENGTH OF SERVICE 
A. LESS THAN 1 YEAR 
B. 1 - 2 YEARS 
C. 2 - 3 YEARS 
D. MORE THAN 3 YEARS 
HOURS SERVED PER MONTH 
A. LESS THAN I HOUR 
B. 1 - 3 HOURS 
C. 3 - 5 HOURS 
D. MORE THAN 5 HOURS 
CATEGORY OF PIC MEMBERSHIP 
A. PRIVATE SECTOR 
B. EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 
C. ORGANIZED LABOR 
D. REHABILITATION AGENCY 
E. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 
F. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
G. COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION 
H. OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR 
PIC ACTS AS ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 
A. YES 
B. NO 
C. DON'T KNOW 
3.4 3.4 
5A. PIC MONITORS PERFORMANCE 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
5B. PIC PROVIDES POLICY GUIDANCE 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
5C. PIC HELPS TRAINESS GET JOBS 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
5D. PIC COORDINATES JOB TRAINING 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
5E. PIC DOES ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
3.0 3.2 
13.2 
43.8 
22.1 
1.5 
29.4 
13.1 
26.2 
20.2 
4.8 
35.7 
3.4 
4.4 4.6 4.3 
16.0 17.2 16.7 
18.7 12.6 15.4 
61.3 65.5 63.6 
2.8 2.6 
4.0 6.9 5.6 
38.7 42.5 40.7 
33.3 31.0 32.1 
24.0 19.5 21.6 
N/A N/A 
100 0.0 46.3 
0 29.9 16.0 
0 9.2 4.9 
0 13.8 7.4 
0 13.8 7.4 
0 4.6 2.5 
0 17.2 9.3 
0 11.5 6.2 
N/A N/A 
61.3 57.5 59.3 
33.3 39.1 36.4 
5.5 3.4 4.3 
!ES PERFORMED BY PIC 
1.7 2.2 
42.7 24.7 33.1 
50.7 50.6 50.6 
4.0 12.9 8.8 
2.7 8.2 5.6 
0.0 3.5 1.9 
1.9 2.3 
35.6 25.8 30.4 
52.1 50.6 51.3 
5.5 5.9 5.7 
2.7 9.4 6.3 
4.1 8.2 6.3 
2.4 2.7 
44.4 23.8 33.3 
30.6 40.5 35.9 
2.8 3.6 3.2 
2.8 8.3 5.8 
19.4 23.8 21.8 
1.9 2.2 
39.7 36.4 37.9 
43.8 41.2 42.4 
8.2 4.7 6.3 
2.7 5.9 4.4 
5.5 11.8 8.9 
2.7 
N/A 
N/A 
2.0 
2.1 
2.6 
2.1 
3.1 
13 
29 
21 
3 
,2 
,6 
.1 
.3 
32.9 
Key: A - 1, B-2, C-3, D - 4, E 
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Table 2, cont. 
QUESTION PRIVATE 
% MEAN 
PUBLIC 
% MEAN 
COMBINED 
% MEAN 
5. (CONT.) ACTIVITIES PERFORMED BY PIC 
5F. PIC PLANS JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
2.2 
33.8 
46.5 
1.4 
4.2 
14.1 
2.4 
36.9 
30.9 
7.1 
7.1 
17.9 
2.3 
35.5 
38.1 
4.5 
5.8 
16.1 
5G. PIC OVERSEES TRNG CONTRACTORS 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES(FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
1.9 
47.8 
35.8 
6.0 
4.5 
6.0 
2.3 
28.6 
41.7 
11.9 
6.1 
11.9 
2.1 
37.1 
39.1 
9.3 
5.4 
9.3 
5H. PIC INVOLVED IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
A. VERY OFTEN 
B. OFTEN 
C. SELDOM 
D. YES (FREQUENCY NOT CHECKED) 
E. NO 
3.5 
9.0 
25.8 
13.6 
4.5 
47.0 
3.4 
14.6 
25.6 
11.0 
6.1 
42.7 
3.4 
12.2 
25.7 
12.2 
5.4 
44.6 
6. IMPORTANT MEMBERSHIP CHARACTERISTICS 
6A. COMMITMENT TO PIC GOALS 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
1.2 
78.7 
20.0 
1.3 
0.0 
1.3 
72.0 
25.6 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 
75.1 
23.0 
1.2 
0.6 
6B. SENIOR POSITION IN COMPANY 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
2.0 
26.4 
58.3 
12.5 
2.8 
2.0 
20.9 
58.1 
18.6 
2.3 
2.0 
23.4 
58.2 
15.8 
2.5 
6C. TIME AVAILABILITY 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEHHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
1.7 
38.7 
52.0 
9.3 
0.0 
1.6 
47.1 
43.7 
6.9 
2.3 
1.6 
43.2 
47.5 
8.0 
1.2 
6D. LEADERSHIP ABILITY 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
C. NOT APPLICABLE 
1.5 
54.7 
41.3 
4.0 
0.0 
1.5 
58.6 
33.3 
6.9 
1.1 
1.5 
56.8 
37.0 
5.6 
0.6 
6E. KNOWLEDGE OF EDUCATION/TRAINING 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
1.9 
25.0 
55.6 
19.4 
0.0 
1.6 
55.2 
49.4 
4.6 
2.3 
1.7 
35.2 
52.2 
11.3 
1.3 
6F. COMPANY SUPPORT OF EFFORTS 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
1.9 
33.8 
48.6 
16.2 
1.4 
1.5 
56.3 
40.2 
2.3 
1.1 
1.7 
45.9 
44.1 
8.7 
1.2 
6G. NETWORK OF AFFILIATIONS 
A. MOST IMPORTANT 
B. SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT 
C. LEAST IMPORTANT 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
2.1 
29.5 
38.0 
29.6 
2.8 
1.9 
32.2 
48.3 
14.9 
4.6 
2.0 
31.0 
43.7 
21.5 
3.8 
Key: A - 1» B-2, C-3, D-4, E - 5. 
cont. 
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Table 2, cont. 
question PRIVATE 
% 
PUBLIC 
MEAN % MEAN 
7. ADDITIONAL KNOWLEDGE NEEDED 
COMBINED 
MEAN % 
7A. LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS OF JTPA 2.0 2.1 9 1 
A. MUCH NEEDED 16.2 10.3 13.0 
B. SOME NEEDED 71.6 69.0 70.2 
C. NONE NEEDED 12.2 20.7 16.8 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7B. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 2.0 2.0 2 0 
A. MUCH NEEDED 15.1 21.8 18.8 
B. SOME NEEDED 75.3 54.0 63.8 
C. NONE NEEDED 9.6 24.1 17.5 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7C. PERFORMANCE BASED CONTRACTING 2.2 2.1 2.1 
A. MUCH NEEDED 12.5 20.7 17.0 
B. SOME NEEDED 59.7 47.1 52.8 
C. NONE NEEDED 26.4 31.0 28.9 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 1.4 1.1 1.3 
7D. COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATIONS 2.2 2.0 2.1 
A. MUCH NEEDED 10.8 27.9 20.0 
B. SOME NEEDED 60.8 39.5 49.4 
C. NONE NEEDED 28.4 32.6 30.6 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7E. JTPA PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 2.0 2.0 2.0 
A. MUCH NEEDED 21.9 21.8 21.9 
B. SOME NEEDED 58.9 51.7 55.0 
C. NONE NEEDED 19.2 25.3 22.5 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 0.0 1.1 0.6 
7F. LOCAL LABOR MARKET INFORMATION 2.1 1.9 2.0 
A. MUCH NEEDED 21.9 26.7 24.5 
B. SOME NEEDED 61.6 55.8 58.5 
C. NONE NEEDED 16.4 17.4 17.0 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 0.0 0.0 0.0 
7G. YOUTH BASIC SKILL COMPETENCIES 2.0 2.1 2.1 
A. MUCH NEEDED 12.5 19.5 16.4 
B. SOME NEEDED 80.6 54.0 66.0 
C. NONE NEEDED 5.6 24.3 15.7 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 1.4 2.3 1.9 
8. PRIVATE SECTOR IMPACT ON JOB TRAINING SYSTEM 
8A. OVERALL MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 2.7 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 24.3 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 27.1 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 20.1 
D. NEUTRAL 15.7 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 8.6 
F. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 1.4 
G. LEAST IMPACT 2.9 
7.1 14.9 
11.9 18.8 
30.9 26.0 
26.2 21.4 
11.9 10.4 
4.8 3.2 
7.1 5.2 
8B. TRAINING PROGRAM QUALITY 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 14.7 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 36.8 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 29.4 
D. NEUTRAL 11*8 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 2.9 
F. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 4.4 
G. LEAST IMPACT 0.0 
5.9 * 9.8 
26.2 30.9 
28.6 28.9 
17.9 15.1 
5.9 4.6 
8.3 6.6 
7.1 3.9 
Key: A - 1, B - 2, C - 3, D - 4, E - .5, F - 6, G - 7. cont. 
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Table 2, cont. 
question PRIVATE 
% MEAN 
PUBLIC 
% MEAN 
COMBINED 
MEAN % 
(CONT. ) PRIVATE SECTOR IMPACT ON JOB TRAINING SYSTEM 
8C. TRAINING GEARED TO LABOR MARKET ro
 
i 
• 
i 
ro
 
( 
3.1 ** 1 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 33.3 14.3 22.9 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 27.5 32.1 30.1 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 29.0 17.9 22.9 
D. NEUTRAL 7.2 14.3 11.1 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 1.4 7.1 4.6 
E. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 1.4 5.9 3.9 
F. LEAST IMPACT 0.0 8.3 4.6 
8D. TYPES OF CLIENTS SERVED 3.8 3.9 3.9 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 7.2 3.6 5.2 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 18.8 17.9 18.3 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 27.5 22.6 24.8 
D. NEUTRAL 20.3 20.2 20.3 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 4.3 15.3 10.5 
F. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 11.6 10.7 11.1 
G. LEAST IMPACT 10.1 9.5 9.8 
8E. SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDERS 3.2 3.8 3.5 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 17.1 8.3 12.3 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 21.4 16.7 18.8 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 22.9 26.2 24.7 
D. NEUTRAL 11.4 19.0 15.6 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 21.4 10.7 15.6 
F. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 4.3 8.3 6.4 
G. LEAST IMPACT 1.4 10.7 6.4 
8F. PERFORMANCE OF TRNG CONTRACTORS 2.9 3.6 3.3 
A. GREATEST IMPACT 15.7 3.6 9.1 
B. SECOND GREATEST IMPACT 32.9 28.6 30.5 
C. THIRD GREATEST IMPACT 24.3 29.8 27.3 
D. NEUTRAL 12.9 11.9 12.3 
E. THIRD LEAST IMPACT 8.6 8.3 8.4 
F. SECOND LEAST IMPACT 5.7 8.3 7.1 
G. LEAST IMPACT 0.0 9.5 5.2 
9. CREAMING OF CLIENTS TAKES PLACE 2.5 2.2 2.3 
A. TO A GREAT DEGREE 6.8 13.9 10.6 
B. SOMEWHAT 45.9 53.5 50.0 
C. NOT AT ALL 39.2 32.6 35.6 
D. DON'T KNOW 8.1 0.0 3.8 
10. LOCAL PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 2.2 2.5 2.4 
A. EXCELLENT 25.7 18.4 21.7 
B. VERY GOOD 43.2 37.9 40.4 
C. GOOD 20.3 21.8 21.1 
D. FAIR 9.6 20.7 , 15.5 
E. POOR 1.4 1.1 1.2 
11A. PERFORMANCE OF CONTRACTORS 
A. HIGH 
B. MEDIUM 
C. LOW 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
HB. CLIENT SELECTION FOR SERVICES 
A. HIGH 
B. MEDIUM 
C. LOW 
11. influence of pic in controlling activities 
1.8 1.6 
54.9 
37.0 
6.8 
1.4 
33.3 
38.9 
25.0 
2.0 
37.9 
43.7 
17.2 
1.1 
30.2 
39.5 
25.6 
A. 1 
2.0 
1.7 
45.6 
40.6 
12.5 
1.3 
31.6 
39.2 
25.3 
3.8 
2.0 
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Table 2, cont 
QUESTION PRIVATE PUBLIC COMBINED 
% MEAN % MEAN % MEAN 
11. (CONT.) INFLUENCE OF PIC IN CONTROLLING ACTIVITIES 
IIC. ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
A. HIGH 
B. MEDIUM 
C. LOW 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
IID. SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDERS 
A. HIGH 
B. MEDIUM 
C. LOW 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
HE. TYPES OF PROGRAM SERVICES 
A. HIGH 
B. MEDIUM 
C. LOW 
D. NOT APPLICABLE 
12. OVERALL PIC EFFECTIVENESS 
A. EXCELLENT 
B. VERY GOOD 
C. GOOD 
D. FAIR 
E. POOR 
Key: A - 1, B-2, C - 3, D-4, E 
1.4 1.6 1.5 
58.1 52.9 55.2 
40.5 37.9 39.1 
1.4 8.0 5.0 
0.0 1.1 0.6 
1.5 1.6 1.6 
52.7 51.2 51.9 
40.5 36.0 38.1 
6.8 11.6 9.4 
0.0 1.1 0.6 
1.6 1.6 1.6 
58.1 47.1 52.2 
31.1 42.5 37.3 
8.1 10.3 9.3 
2.7 0.0 1.2 
2.2 2.4 2.3 
20.0 17.2 18.5 
46.7 36.8 41.4 
29.3 33.3 31.5 
4.0 9.2 6.8 
0.0 3.4 1.9 
5. 
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Table 3. Section B Data. 
PRIVATE 
% MEAN 
PUBLIC 
2, 
12, 
14, 
54 
INPUT TO PLANNING PROCESS 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
2. ADEQUACY OF ORIENTATION 
A. STONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
3. PREPARATION AND EFFECTIVENESS 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
4. PIC OVERSIGHT IS EFFECTIVE 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
5. PROGRAMS SHOULD SERVE HARD TO PLACE 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
6. SERVICE DOES NOT AFFECT PERF. 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
7. DON'T UNDERSTAND PERF. MEASURES 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
8. VENDOR SELECTED OTHER THAN PERF, 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
9. PIC IMPROVES PLACEMENT RATES 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
3.4 
16.2 
23.0 
27.0 
21.6 
25.7 
2.7 
2.6 
3.4 
24.1 
16.1 
44.8 
11.5 
10.3 
28.7 
16.1 
40.2 
4.6 
3.0 
COMBINED 
% MEAN 
3, 
18, 
15, 
49, 
13, 
16, 
28, 
18, 
33, 
3.7 
3.3 2.9 
10.8 15.1 13.1 
20.3 30.2 25.6 
10.8 18.6 15.0 
44.6 26.7 35.0 
13.5 9.3 11.3 
4.1 3.9 
1.4 0.0 0.6 
5.4 5.8 5.6 
4.1 16.3 10.6 
60.3 62.8 61.5 
29.7 15.1 21.7 
:e 3.8 4.1 
4.1 2.3 3.1 
12.2 9.2 10.6 
10.8 5.7 8.3 
41.9 37.9 38.5 
31.1 44.8 38.5 
2.2 2.5 
23.0 19.8 21.3 
32.7 43.0 47.5 
10.8 14.0 12.5 
10.8 15.1 13.1 
2.7 8.1 5.6 
2.9 2.7 
6.8 11.5 9.3 
40.7 37.9 39.1 
12.2 23.0 18.0 
37.8 25.3 31.1 
2.7 2.3 2.5 
2.0 2.3 
32.4 25.3 28.6 
47.3 39.1 42.9 
9.5 20.7 15.5 
10.8 10.3 10.6 
0.0 4.6 2.5 
3.9 3.7 
1.3 2.3 1.9 
4.0 12.8 8.8 
17.3 18.6 18.0 
58.7 52.3 55.3 
18.7 14.0 16.1 
2.8 
3.1 
4.0 
4.0 
2.4 
2.8 
2.2 
3.8 
Key: A-l, B - 2, C-3, D-4, E - 5. 
cont. 
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10. MEMBERS PROVIDE POLICY GUIDANCE 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
11. MEMBER SERVES IN ADVISORY CAPACITY 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 23 0 
B. DISAGREE 4-1*9 
C. NEUTRAL 5]4 
D* AGREE 25 7 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 4 1 
12. PIC NOT GOVERNMENT RUBBER STAMP 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
1, 
0, 
6, 
53 
38.7 
13. PROGRAMS NOT GEARED TO LABOR NEEDS 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 34.7 
B. DISAGREE 53 3 
C. NEUTRAL 5I3 
D. AGREE 6.6 
E. STRONGLY AGREE q!o 
14. ISSUES NOT RAISED TO PIC LEVEL 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
15. PRIVATE SECTOR IMPROVES MNGMNT. 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
B. DISAGREE 
C. NEUTRAL 
D. AGREE 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 
8 
58 
14 
18 
0.0 
0.0 
2.7 
13.3 
66.7 
17.3 
2.5 
4.3 
1.9 
2.4 
4.0 
11.6 
46.5 
4.7 
31.4 
5.8 
2. 
12. 
10. 
53. 
20, 
30.2 
60.5 
0.0 
8.1 
1.2 
12.8 
40.7 
18.6 
24.4 
3.5 
5.7 
21.8 
21.8 
44.8 
5.7 
2.8 
3.8 
1.9 
2.6 
3.3 
16.9 
44.4 
5.0 
28.8 
5.0 
1.9 
6.8 
8.6 
53.4 
29.2 
32. 
57. 
2, 
7, 
0, 
10.6 
48.8 
16.9 
21.9 
1.9 
3.1 
13.0 
17.9 
54.9 
1.1 
2.7 
4.0 
1.9 
2.5 
3.6 
16. IF MORE TIME, MORE EFFECTIVE 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 0.0 
B. DISAGREE 24.0 
C. NEUTRAL 10.7 
D. AGREE 41.3 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 24.0 
3.6 
3. 
32. 
15. 
39, 
9, 
3.2 
1.9 
28.6 
13.0 
40.4 
16.2 
3.4 
17. NEW PIC INITIATIVES APPROPRIATE 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 1.7 
B. DISAGREE 9.4 
C. NEUTRAL 17.6 
D. AGREE 44.6 
E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 27.0 
3.9 
7.0 
9.3 
11.6 
52.3 
19.8 
3.7 
4.4 
9.4 
14.4 
48.8 
23.1 
3.8 
18. INCREASE PIC OPERATIONAL AUTHORITY 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 1.4 
B. DISAGREE 14.9 
C. NEUTRAL 23.0 
D. AGREE 37.8 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 23.0 
3.7 
5 
19 
25 
39 
10 
3.3 
,7 
.5 
,3 
.1 
.3 
3.5 
3.7 
17.4 
24.2 
38.5 
16.1 
Key: A - 1, B-2, C-3, D-4, E-5. cont. 
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QUESTION PRIVATE 
% MEAN 
PUBLIC 
% MEAN 
COMBINED 
% MEAN 
19. LOCAL PARTNERSHIP HAS EVOLVED 3.8 3.5 3.6 
A. STONGLY DISAGREE 0.0 2.3 1.2 
B. DISAGREE 4.1 17.2 11.2 
C. NEUTRAL 18.9 17.2 18.0 
D. AGREE 68.9 54.0 60.8 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 8.1 9.2 8.7 
20. PIC SHOULD CONTROL DAILY OPNS. 2.6 2.5 2.5 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 15.0 14.0 14.5 
B. DISAGREE 46.6 39.5 42.8 
C. NEUTRAL 15.1 27.9 22.0 
D. AGREE 15.1 15.1 15.1 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 8.2 3.5 5.7 
21. MAJOR PIC GOAL IS ECON. DVLPMNT. 3.3 3.6 3.5 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 2.7 3.4 3.1 
B. DISAGREE 25.3 15.1 19.8 
C. NEUTRAL 17.3 18.4 17.9 
D. AGREE 40.0 44.8 42.6 
E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 14.7 18.4 16.7 ’ 
22. PIC NEEDS INVOLVEMENT IN SCHOOLS 3.6 3.1 3.3 
A. STRONGLY DISAGREE 0.0 15.1 8.1 
B. DISAGREE 24.3 18.6 21.3 
C. NEUTRAL 9.5 19.8 15.0 
D. AGREE 50.0 32.6 40.6 
E. STRONGLY AGREE 16.2 14.0 15.0 
Key: A - 1, B-2, C-3, D-4, E-5. 
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Answering Research Questions Posed in the Study 
Four research questions were described in Chapter I of 
the study. A variety of questions and Likert Scale 
statements were posed to PIC members as part of the survey 
instrument in order to develop an appropriate data base to 
address each research question. 
For each of the four research questions, the 
presentation of data will include those appropriate survey 
instrument items which were designed to elicit information 
concerning these questions. In some instances, survey items 
were applicable to more than one research question. The 
analysis of data is followed by a discussion of the written' 
comments of those individuals that answered the optional 
open-ended questions. 
Research Question One: PIC Membership 
What are the important characteristics of PIC committee 
members , and has the orientation/familiarization process 
for new PIC members been adequate to meet their mandated 
responsibilities? 
Background Participation Data. Item A.l indicates 
that almost two-thirds of the PIC members who responded to 
the survey have been members of PICs in excess of three 
years. Item A. 2 indicates that forty-nine percent spend 1 to 
3 hours per month on PIC activities, while 31 percent spend 
3 to 5 hours and 22 percent spend more than 5 hours per 
month. 
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Member Characteristics. PIC members were asked, in 
Item A. 6, to indicate what were the important factors that 
help PIC members to be effective in their service. A rank 
ordering of these factors based on the mean of responses is 
shown in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Ranking of Membership Characteristics 
Factors Percent Ranking Most Important Mean 
Commitment to PIC Goals 75.1 1.3 
Leadership Ability 56.8 1.5 
Time Availability 43.2 1.6 
Company Support of Efforts 45.9 1.7 
Knowledge of Education/Training 35.2 1.7 
Network of Affiliations 31.0 2.0 
Senior Position in Company 23.4 2.0 
Note: Mean Scale 1-4. 
It should be noted, as shown in Table 2, that public 
sector members gave significantly higher ranking to the 
importance of company support of efforts and knowledge of 
education/training than did private sector members. Room 
for additional factors deemed important by respondents was 
provided in the survey instrument. Thirteen respondents 
wrote in additional items. These included references to 
specific knowledge of the people served, the problems they 
face, labor market trends, area needs, the local training 
system, and legislative/political/bureaucratic information 
A cooperative positive attitude was also cited as an 
important factor. 
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Orientation/Familiarization. In looking at the 
adequacy of their knowledge and orientation for service on 
the PIC, members were asked to respond to their need for 
knowledge in a variety of areas (Item A.7). Table 5 
provides a rank ordering of these areas based on the percent 
of respondents indicating that they need much or some 
knowledge in these areas. 
Table 5 
Areas Requiring Additional Knowledge 
Knowledge Area Percent Requiring Knowledge 
Legislative Requirements of JTPA 83.2 
Local Labor Market Needs 83.0 
Vocational Education Programs 82.6 
Youth Basic Skills Competencies 82.4 
JTPA Performance Standards 76.9 
Performance Based Contracting 69.8 
Community Based Organizations_69.4 
The data seems to support the view that those items of 
information relating to the more formal tasks of the PIC, 
such as planning, oversight and policy making, appear to 
have been identified by members as being areas where they do 
not possess sufficient knowledge for their duties on the 
council. 
Several Likert Scale statements also related to the 
adequacy of orientation of members for their service on the 
PIC. Item B.2 indicated that 37 percent of members agreed or 
strongly agreed that the orientation provided them was fully 
adequate to meet their needs. However, 44 percent disagreed 
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with the statement, and of these 18 percent strongly 
disagreed with it. Private sector members were most apt to 
disagree, with 50 percent of them indicating that the 
orientation program was inadequate. 
Item B.3 also relates to the adequacy of the member's 
understanding of JTPA and job training. Forty-six percent of 
the respondents indicated that they could be more effective 
if they had a better understanding of these areas. Private 
sector members were more apt to agree with this statement, 
with 58 percent expressing some degree of agreement as 
compared with 36 percent of the public sector members. 
Item B.7 looks at the extent to which members 
understood how system performance was measured by the state, 
which directly reflects on the adequacy of their orientation 
to the PIC. Again, private sector members were most apt to 
agree that they did not understand this activity, with 40 
percent expressing agreement, as opposed to 28 percent of 
the public sector members. Overall, however, 48 percent of 
respondents disagreed in some degree with the statement. 
The final item that focused in on member participation 
was B.16, which assessed the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that increased time availability would 
increase effectiveness on the PIC. Fifty-six percent of the 
respondents agreed that they could be more effective if they 
had more time to assign to their PIC duties. 
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Research Question Two: Basic Program Goals 
Has the conceptual basis and rationale for private 
sector involvement in JTPA, such as improved management, 
training programs more responsive to labor market demands, 
and a closer relationship between the public and private 
sectors, been realized in practice? 
In reviewing the data as to the degree to which private 
sector involvement has been instrumental in achieving some 
of the basic goals associated with the passage of JTPA, each 
of the three areas will be looked at in turn. 
Improved Management. Item A.8.A assesses the extent 
of impact of private sector involvement on the overall 
management effectiveness of the local training system. 
Overall, members were more apt to favorably rate the impact 
of private sector involvement, with 57 percent of members 
giving it a rating of 1, 2, or 3. However, there was a 
significant difference between the views of public sector 
members as compared to private sector members. Private 
sector members were more apt to describe private sector 
involvement as impacting to a greater extent on management 
effectiveness, with 74 percent giving it a rating of 1, 2 or 
3, as compared with 49 percent of public sector members. In 
looking at the impact of private sector involvement in six 
selected areas, members gave this area a relative ranking 
third. Table 6 rank orders these six areas by arithmetic 
mean scores. 
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Table 6 
Greatest Extent of Private Sector Impact 
Area of Impact Mean 
Training Geared to Local Labor Market 2.7 
Training Program Quality 3.1 
Overall Management Effectiveness 3.2 
Performance of Training Contractors 3.3 
Selection of Service Providers 3.5 
Types of Clients Served 3.9 
Note: Mean Scale 1-7. 
Item B.15 addresses the extent of PIC member 
agreement with the statement that private sector expertise 
has helped to improve the management practices of the public 
sector agencies that operate job training programs. On 
average, 66 percent of the members agreed with the 
statement. However, there again were significant differences 
between the public sector members and private sector, with 
84 percent of the private sector members agreeing with the 
statement as compared to only 51 percent of public 
members. 
Bsspnnslveness to Labor Market Needs. Item A.8.C 
assesses the extent that private sector involvement has 
impacted on training geared to local labor market needs. 
This item had the highest relative rating of any item 
assessing private sector impact, with 76 percent of 
respondents rating it 1, 2 or 3, and a response mean of 2.7 
(See Table 6). Private sector members were most apt to rate 
impact at a higher rate than public sector members, with 
a mean of 2.2 as against 3.1 for public sector members. 
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Item B.13 assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that programs operated by them had little 
to do with the labor market needs of their area. In this 
instance 89 percent of the members disagreed with the 
statement, with both public sector and private sector 
members generally in agreement in their responses. 
Public-Private Relationship. Item A.10 
provides PIC members with the opportunity to rate the 
public-private sector partnership in their area on a 
five point scale, ranging from excellent to poor. Sixty-two 
percent of the respondents described the relationship as 
excellent or very good. The mean for the response was 2.4, 
and only one percent described the relationship as poor. 
Private Sector members were more apt to ascribe a higher 
rating than public members, with 89 percent of the private 
sector giving it a good or better rating as compared to 78 
percent of the public members. 
Item B.12 examined an important facet of public- 
private relationships, that of the relative autonomy of the 
PIC, by assessing the extent of member agreement with the 
statement that the PIC is not a rubber stamp for decisions 
made by local governmental agencies. Eight-three percent of 
the members agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, 
with a mean response of 4. Significantly, 92 percent of the 
private sector members agreed with the statement as compared 
to 7 4 percent of public sector members, and 15 percent of 
63 
the public sector members disagreed with the statement as 
opposed to only one percent of private sector members. 
Item B.19 directly poses the statement that a close 
partnership between the public sector and the business 
community has evolved as a result of JTPA and PIC 
activities. Again, private sector members were more apt to 
agree with this statement than public sector members, with a 
77 percent rate as opposed to 63 percent rate. Likewise, 20 
percent of the public sector members disagreed to some 
degree as opposed to only four percent of the private sector 
members. Overall, 70 percent of the members either agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement. 
Research Question Three: Impact on Training 
Has private sector involvement impacted on key job 
training issues such as the type of client served, the 
quality and appropriateness of programs/services, the 
selection and performance of service vendors, the planning 
of training programs, and the operational effectiveness of 
local job training programs? 
Types of Clients Served. Item A.8.D. uses a seven 
point scale, ranging from greatest extent of impact to least 
extent, to rate the impact of private sector involvement on 
types of clients served. Less than half, or 48 percent of 
the members, gave it a rating of 1, 2 or 3, with only five 
percent stating that it had the greatest impact. 
Interestingly, of the six questions assessing the impact of 
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private sector involvement, this item received the lowest 
ranking (See Table 6). 
Item 11.B requests members to rate how influential 
their PIC was in controlling client selection for services. 
Although 71 percent of respondents gave it a medium or high 
rating, it is interesting to note that this area received 
the lowest relative ranking of the five areas relating to 
PIC influence. The following table (Table 7) displays these 
five areas rank ordered by arithmetic mean. 
Table 7 
Areas of Influence of PIC 
Area Mean 
Allocation of Resources 
Types of Program Services i*6 
Selection of Service Providers 1.6 
Performance of Contractors 1-7 
Client Selection for Services _2 • 0 
Note: Mean Scale 1-4. 
Quality/Appropriateness of Services. Item A.8.B 
assesses the impact of private sector involvement on the 
quality of training programs in local training systems. 
Approximately 70 percent of the members rated this area 1, 2 
or 3. The area ranked number two among the six areas which 
the members were asked to rate (See Table 6). 
Item A.ll.E rates the assessment of PIC members as to 
the influence of the PIC in controlling the types of 
services provided in their area. Ninety percent of the 
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respondents indicated that the PIC had high or medium 
influence in controlling this activity, and the mean 
response was 1.6. 
Selection/Performance of Vendors. Item A.8.E rates 
the extent of impact of the private sector involvement in 
the selection of service providers within the local training 
system. Approximately 56 percent of the members gave it a 
ranking of 1, 2 or 3, while 28 percent rated it with a 5, 6 
or 7, reflecting a lesser impact. It received a relative 
ranking of number five of the six areas which were examined 
for private sector impact. It should be noted that public 
sector members were less likely to rate the impact as high 
as did the private sector members, with a mean of 3.2 for 
public sector members as compared to a mean of 3.8 for the 
private sector. 
Item A.ll.D rates PIC member assessment of the 
influence of the PIC in controlling the selection of service 
providers. Slightly over half of the members (52 percent) 
assessed PIC influence has high, with public sector members 
slightly more apt to rate PIC influence lower than private 
sector members. 
Item B.8 assesses the extent of member agreement with 
the statement that local service vendors were selected for 
reasons other than their demonstrated ability to perform 
effectively. Seventy-two percent of the members disagreed or 
strongly disagreed with the statement. Mean for the 
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responses was 2.2. Public sector members were less apt to 
disagree with the statement, with 64 percent expressing 
disagreement as opposed to 80 percent of the private sector 
members. 
Item A.8.F assesses the extent that private sector 
involvement has impacted on the performance of training 
contractors. Overall, 67 percent of the members rated impact 
as 1, 2 or 3. Public sector members were more likely to 
downplay the extent of impact, with a mean of 3.6 as opposed 
to a mean of 2.9 among private sector members. 
Item A.11.A assesses the influence of the PIC in 
controlling the performance of contractors. Approximately 86 
percent rated PIC influence as medium or high in this area, 
with public sector members more apt to rate influence of the 
PIC somewhat lower than private sector members. 
Planning of Training Programs. In looking at the 
impact of the private sector in the planning of programs, 
members were asked to describe the extent and frequency of 
their PIC's involvement in this activity in item A.5.F. 
Approximately 86 percent of members indicated that their PIC 
accomplished this activity, with 74 percent indicating that 
it was accomplished often or very often. Sixteen percent 
indicated that their PICs did not perform this activity. 
Item A.ll.C assesses the influence of PICs regarding 
the allocation of resources, a major planning function. 
Ninety-four percent of members rated their PIC's influence 
as medium or high in this activity. This area received a 
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relative ranking of number one based on mean scores of 
those five areas which members were asked to rate (See 
Table 7). 
Operational Effectiveness of Training. Item A.12 
assesses the perceptions of PIC members as to the' 
effectiveness of their PIC in helping people get trained and 
placed in jobs. The mean response on this question was 2.3, 
with 91 percent of the respondents giving the PIC a good, 
very good, or excellent rating. Three oercent of the public 
sector members gave it a poor rating while no private sector 
member gave it a poor rating. 
Item B.6 assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that they were unable to improve the 
performance of local job training through their service on 
the PIC. Sixty-nine percent disagreed with the statement and 
nineteen percent agreed. Public sector members were most apt 
to agree with the statement than private sector members. 
Item B.9 assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that placement rates in their local job 
training programs had been improved by involvement of the 
PIC. Seventy-one percent of the members agreed with the 
statement. However, public sector members were again more 
likely to disagree, with 15 percent expressing some degree 
of disagreement as opposed to five percent of private 
sector members. 
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Research Question Four; Private Sector Use 
Has private sector expertise been effectively utilized 
in the planning, policy guidance and oversight of federal; 
job training programs, the three primary areas of 
responsibility outlined in JTPA. legislation? How can private 
sector expertise be more fully utilized to benefit the 
federal job training programs? 
Planning. Item A.5.F assesses the extent which PICs 
performed the activity of planning job training programs. 
Seventy-four percent of the respondents indicated that their 
PICs performed this activity often or very often, with 16 
percent of members indicating that their PICs did not 
perform this activity. 
Item B.l assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that individual PIC members provide 
substantial direct input into the job training planning 
process. Approximately 63 percent of the members agreed with 
the statement, with private sector members more apt to agree 
than public sector members. Only 14 percent of the private 
sector members expressed disagreement, as compared to 28 
percent of the public sector members. Approximately 15 
percent of both groups were neutral to the statement. 
Policy Guidance. Item A.5.B examines the extent that 
PICs performed the activity of providing policy guidance. 
Eighty-two percent of the members indicated that their PICs 
performed this activity often or very often, with six 
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percent indicating that their PICs did not perform this 
activity. 
Item B.10 assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that individual PIC members often get an 
opportunity to provide policy guidance on local job training 
activities. Approximately 66 percent of the members agreed 
with the statement, with 74 percent of the private sector 
members and 59 percent of the public sector members in 
agreement. 
Item B.ll assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that individual members served mostly in 
an advisory capacity rather than in a policy making, 
decision-making or management capacity. Approximately 61 
percent of the members expressed disagreement with the 
statement, with private sector members more apt to disagree. 
Sixty-five percent expressed disagreement as compared to 58 
percent of the public sector members. 
Oversight of Training Programs. Items A.5.A and 
A.5.G both look at the extent to which PICs performed 
monitoring and oversight of the job training system. 
Eighty-four percent of the members indicated that their PICs 
performed the activity of monitoring performance either 
often or very often, while 76 percent of the members 
indicated that their PICs performed oversight of training 
contractors at this same frequency. In looking at eight 
activities performed by PICs, the area of monitoring 
performance appeared to be the activity accomplished at the 
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highest frequency and by the most PICs, with only two 
percent of the members indicating their PICs did not perform 
this function. Table 8 lists these eight areas rank ordered 
by percent of members indicating that the activity is 
performed often or very often by their PICs. 
Table 8 
Listing of Activities 
Activity Performed Percent Often/Very Often 
Monitoring Performance 83.7 
Coordinating Training Activities 82.4 
Providing Policy Guidance 81.7 
Oversight of Training Contractors 76.2 
Planning Job Training Programs 73.6 
Helping Trainees Get Placed In Jobs 69.2 
Economic Development Activities 42.6 
Improving Public School System 37.9 
Item B.4 assesses the extent of PIC member agreement 
with the statement that the PIC has been effective in 
monitoring and evaluating job training activities. 
Approximately 83 percent of the members expressed agreement 
with the statement. Six percent of the members expressed 
disagreement, with private sector members more apt to agree 
with the statement, while public sector members indicated 
a greater degree of neutrality. 
Improved Utilization. PIC members were asked to 
react to five statements that related to possible new 
directions and greater utilization of the PIC and private 
sector. Item B.17 assesses member agreement with the 
statement that new initiatives going beyond job training 
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into public education and economic development were steps in 
the right direction. Seventy-two percent of the members 
expressed agreement with the statement, with approximately 
equal support from both the public and private sector. 
Public sector members were more apt to disagree, with seven 
percent expressing strong disagreement with the statement. 
Item B.21 assesses member agreement with the statement 
that improving local economic conditions is a major goal of 
the PIC. Fifty-nine percent of the members agreed with the 
statement, which was in line with Item A.5.E which indicated 
that only 43 percent of PICs performed this activity often 
or very often, and 33 percent of PICs did not perform this 
activity. 
Item B.18 raises the issue of whether PICs should have 
greater direct authority to operate JTPA programs and 
activities. Only 55 percent of the members agreed with this 
proposition, with approximately 24 percent expressing 
neutrality and 21 percent disagreeing with the statement. 
Item B.20 asked members to react to a similar statement that 
the PIC should act as the administrative agency and take 
over direction and day to day control of job training 
program operations. Only 21 percent o£ the members agreed 
with the statement, with 57 percent of all members in 
disagreement. 
Item B.22 assesses the extent of member agreement with 
the statement that in order to be more effective, the PIC 
needs to get involved in changing education at the level of 
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the local public scnool. Although 56 percent of the members 
expressed agreement, there was considerable difference 
between the public sector and private sector, with 47 
percent of the public sector expressing agreement as 
compared to 66 percent of the private sector members. More 
importantly, there was exceptionally strong disagreement 
expressed by public sector members, with one out of three 
disagreeing, and 15 percent expressing strong disagreement 
as compared to zero percent of the private sector members. 
Summary Data Addressing Research Questions 
A series of fifteen graphs were developed to address 
major aspects of each research question. These graphs are 
shown starting on page 74. Figures 1 and 2 relate to 
research question one (PIC Membership),. Figures 3, 4 and 5 
relate to research question two (Basic Program Goals). 
Figures 6 through 11 relate to research question three 
(Impact on Training). Figures 12 through 15 relate to 
research question four (Use of Private Sector Expertise). 
Written Comments of Respondents 
Respondents were provided an opportunity to respond to 
three optional questions as part of the survey 
questionnaire. These questions related to the strengths and 
weaknesses of the Private Industry Council and member 
suggestions to make the PIC a more effective body. A 
complete listing of member comments in response to each 
question is reported in Appendices I and J. The responses 
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Figure 1. Ranking of membership characteristics in order of 
importance. (Research Question One, PIC Membership, Item A.6). 
Figure 2. PIC Orientation Program fully adequate to meet 
member needs. (Research Question One, PIC Membership, Item B.2). 
Figure 3 Private sector involvement has improved management of 
jib waining system (Research Question Two, Basic Program 
Goals, Item B.15). 
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Figure 4. Job training programs have little to do with labor 
market needs of area. (Research Question Two, Basic Program 
Goals, Item B.13). 
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Figure 5. Closer public-private partnership has evolved under 
JTPA. (Research Question Two, Basic Program Goals, Item B.19). 
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Figure 6. Extent of private sector impact on type of client served 
in job training activities. (Research Question Three, Impact on 
Training, Item A.8.D). 
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Figure 7. Extent of impact of private sector involvement on 
quality of job training programs. (Research Question Three, Impact 
on Training, Item A.8.B). 
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Figure 8. Extent of impact of private sector involvement on 
selection of service vendors. (Research Question Three, Impact 
on Training, Item A.8.E). 
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Figure 9 Extent of impact of private sector involvement on 
performance of training contractors. (Research Question Three, 
Impact on Training, Item A.8.F). 
76 
100% 
75 
PERCENT 
OF 50 
RESPONDENTS 
25 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Figure 10. PIC members provide substantial direct input into job 
training planning process. (Research Question Three, Impact on 
Training, Item B.l). 
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Figure 11. PIC involvement has improved placement rates in job 
training programs. (Research Question Three, Impact on Training, 
Item B.9). 
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Figure 12. PIC members provide substantial direct input into job 
training planning process. (Research Question Four, Use of Private 
Sector Expertise, Item B.l). 
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Figure 13. PIC members often provide policy guidance on local job 
training activities. (Research Question Four, Use of Private 
Sector Expertise, Item B.10). 
Figure 14. PIC is effective in monitoring and evaluating job 
training activities. (Research Question Four, Use of Private 
Sector Expertise, Item B.4). 
Figure 15 PIC initiatives in public education and economic 
development are steps in the right direction. (Research Question 
Four, Use of Private Sector Expertise, Item B.17). 
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are further broken out by public and private status of 
respondent. It should be noted that approximately 70 percent 
of respondents answered one or more of the optional written' 
questions. 
Major Strength of PIC 
In reviewing the written comments make by respondents 
regarding the major strength of the PIC, a wide variety of 
attributes and benefits were cited. Of these, three major 
themes appeared to predominate in the responses of both the 
public and private sector members. These included positive 
comments relating to membership attributes, public-private 
cooperation, and private sector involvement. 
Membership Attributes. A significant number of 
members made reference to the talents, dedication, expertise 
and potential of the members and staff of Private Industry 
Councils. The Councils profited from the involvement of key 
community figures, with divers backgrounds from both the 
public and private sector, who bring leadership, dedication, 
and commitment to the area of job training. 
Public-Private Forum. Members frequently cited the 
opportunity presented by the PIC as a forum for bringing 
together leaders of the public and private sector in a 
working relationship that directly enhanced the entire 
community. Mentioned in this context was the increased 
understanding resulting from the dialogue between these 
major community elements, the wide variety of points of view 
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sitting together at a common table, and the ability to 
address common concerns in a purposeful structure. 
Private Sector Involvement. A frequently cited 
strength of the PIC was private sector involvement in its 
operations. This ranged from the business-like techniques 
and management approaches provided by private sector 
members, to its close ties with important business leaders 
which enhanced the likelihood of its success. Members 
indicated that the inclusion of the private sector enhanced 
the efficiency of program operations, provided an excellent 
knowledge base for meeting the needs of industry, and 
enhanced the credibility of job training with the employer 
community. 
Major Weakness of PIC 
Respondents cited a wide range of different issues and 
concerns relating to perceived weaknesses of the PIC and the 
environment in which it operates. Public and private sector 
members were generally in agreement that the administrative 
structure in which the PIC operates, with centrally imposed 
federal and state standards and regulations, seriously 
hampered local activities. Members also cited a lack of time 
to meet their PIC obligations as a major weakness, and they 
were in agreement that the continuous decline in 
governmental funding was impacting the ability of the PIC to 
meet local needs. 
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Public sector members were more apt to identify the 
strong control of the local government in job training as a 
problem area, and the inability of the job training system 
to meet the full range of needs in the community. They also 
expressed concern with the level and degree of private 
sector involvement. 
Private sector members expressed concern with the 
strong representation on PICs of agencies and organizations 
who also contracted with the job training system. They also 
indicated a lack of understanding with the complexities of 
the system, and a need for improved orientation services. 
They also expressed concern with the limited mandate and 
authority of PIC, and the level of commitment of members. 
They also felt that the PIC needed to enhance its image and 
public awareness of its activities. 
Improving the Effectiveness of PIC 
Respondents provided a wide variety of suggestions for 
improving the effectiveness of PICs. These were generally 
centered around the structure/authority of the PIC, member 
preparation and participation, and providing adequate 
resources for administration and program operations. 
Respondents also contributed a significant number of 
specific suggestions on a wide range of issues and concerns 
as noted in Appendices I and J. 
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Mission, Structure and Authority, Members provided a 
variety of suggestions relating to broadening the mission of 
the PIC beyond its current mandate. This included widening 
the scope of service to those individuals currently not 
eligible for participation, as well as broadening its 
mission to include oversight of all training and education 
programs within its area of responsibility. Several 
respondents cited the need to clarify the mission and role 
of the PIC, and the tasks and responsibilities of PIC 
boards. 
Structural suggestions were made for enhancing the 
effectiveness of the PIC, including staffing suggestions, 
use of members in committee structures, and methods for 
enhancing the effectiveness of meetings. 
Members made a number of suggestions relating to the 
decentralization of power within the system to the local 
level. They felt that local PICs should have more say in 
what takes place within their area, and that regulations 
should foster and promote local innovation. This would 
involve more local decision making, local initiatives to 
address problems unique to the area, and more flexibility to 
serve the most in need. 
Member Participation and Preparation. Members cited 
the need to increase the involvement of new members, 
particularly from the private sector, and to develop ways to 
increase the effectiveness of current members. A frequently 
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cited need of respondents was an orientation program that 
would provide members with an adequate knowledge base to 
serve on PICs. 
Funding Resources. Members cited the need for an 
adequate funding base, that would permit it to provide the 
programs and services needed to address needs of the local 
area. Suggestions were made to provide for discretionary 
funding for experimental programs, as well as sufficient 
funding to address the need for qualified staff. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUMMARY 
Discussion 
The primary focus of this study was to examine and 
analyze private sector involvement in the federal job 
training system the inception of the Job Training 
Partnership Act of 1982. Four research questions were posed 
relating to the impact of private sector involvement, via 
membership on Private Industry Council committees, in the 
operation of the job training system, and the degree to 
which this involvement has achieved basic program goals and 
enhanced effectiveness. In the following sections, these 
research questions are addressed, followed by a discussion 
of a number of issues and specific areas of interest which 
were identified during the course of the study. 
Addressing Research Questions 
Four research questions were posed relating to private 
sector involvement in the federal job training system. 
Research question one addressed PIC membership. The data 
indicated that the most important PIC membership 
characteristics were commitment to the goals of PIC, 
leadership ability, company support of efforts, and the 
availability of time to devote to PIC duties. Members felt 
that the orientation and familiarization program was 
inadequate to meet their needs, and identified a variety of 
knowledge areas which needed to be addresses. 
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Research question two related to the issue of whether 
the conceptual basis and rationale for private sector 
involvement in JTPA had been achieved in practice. The data 
indicated that private sector involvement had improved the 
management of the job training system. Job training programs 
were meeting the needs of the local labor market area, and 
members felt that a closer relationship between the business 
community and the public sector had evolved under JTPA. 
Research question three addressed the impact of private 
sector involvement on key job training issues. The data 
indicated that private sector involvement had only marginal 
impact on the type of client served. The PIC appeared to 
play a substantially greater role in determining the quality 
of services, the selection of service vendors, and the 
overall performance of service vendors. The private sector 
also appeared to play an important role in the planning 
of job training programs. 
Research question four related to the utilization of 
private sector expertise in their mandated areas of 
responsibility within JTPA. Most PIC members felt that they 
participated in the major activities of planning, policy 
guidance, and monitoring and evaluating job training 
activities. Although few PICs were noted as being involved 
in economic development activities or working to improve the 
public school system in their area, most members felt that 
initiatives such as these were steps in the right direction. 
85 
Selection of Members 
Member responses to the survey revealed a major 
interest in, and concern with, the selection of both public 
and private sector members for the Private Industry Council. 
Commitment to PIC goals and leadership ability of the 
members were deemed of primary importance insofar as member 
effectiveness was concerned. These two characteristics were 
ranked number one and two of the most important factors for 
effectiveness on the PIC. 
An issue that appeared to be of serious concern to 
members was the importance of the amount of time available 
to them for PIC activities, as well as their inability to 
perform effectively when time constraints curtailed their 
involvement. This issue signified a very real understanding 
of the limitations of PIC membership based on the 
availability of time. The critical issue of time takes on 
additional significance in looking at participation data. 
The average member indicated that approximately three hours 
per month were devoted to PIC activities. More than half the 
members felt they could be more effective if they could 
assign more time to their PIC duties. The need to select 
members who would be able to devote sufficient time to PIC 
board duties was an area of obvious concern. 
Although the JTPA legislation requires that private 
sector members be from the owners or senior management level 
of a company, members themselves gave this concern the 
lowest priority ranking. In this regard, some private sector 
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respondents suggested that the level of private sector 
involvement be one or two steps removed from the top level 
of business, or at the middle management level (with Chief 
Executive Officer Approval). This would presumable give 
representatives more time to work on PIC activities rather 
than limit company participation to policy making type 
interactions due to the time limitations of senior level 
management. 
In looking at the comments of members, many described 
the major value of the PIC in terms of the diversity, 
expertise, and talents of its membership. A large number of 
respondents referred directly or indirectly to the value of 
its potential as a community forum in the field of training 
and jobs. As one member insightfully put it, the major 
strength of the PIC is that it has a federal mandate to 
exist and "...it can get access to as much poser and 
influence it wants by choosing the right members" (Appendix 
I) . 
Comments from respondents also indicated a concern for 
the selection of new members to the PIC. Some respondents 
were concerned with members who had a vested interest in 
that they were also vendors of training services. More 
importantly, respondents saw a need for even greater private 
sector involvement, and more dedicated and caring members. 
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Orientation Program For New Members 
The data indicated that there was a widespread concern 
among members as to the adequacy of their orientation for 
membership on the PIC, and their degree of understanding of 
many of the key elements relating to job training. The 
majority of members felt that the orientation program did 
not meet their needs. In looking at specific topics such as 
legislative requirements of the Job Training Partnership Act 
and local labor market needs, most of the members indicated 
they needed additional knowledge. 
This concern was also noted in written comments of PIC 
members which indicated that their lack of understanding 
with the complexities of the system hampered their 
effectiveness. Suggestions to improve the effectiveness of 
the PIC also cited the need for improved orientation 
programs for new members. This was of particular interest to 
private sector members. One private sector respondent, who 
suggested indoctrination of new board members as a way to 
improve the effectiveness of PICs, wrote, "The first year I 
felt lost in the jumble of initials that stand for program 
names" (Appendix I). 
The Public-Private Partnership 
One o£ the major goals of the JTPA legislation was to 
improve job training through the involvement of the business 
community at the local level. Some observers see the new 
partnership as leading to a more positive view of employment 
and training than the previous CETA system. In discussing 
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the local partnership, Levitan and Gallo (1987) write, 
"There is little indication that a different 
administrative framework has significantly improved JTPA's 
operations, but the public relations impact has clearly been 
salutary" (p. 38). 
This study indicated that respondents were likely to 
describe the relationship between the public and private 
sector in a positive manner. Generally, private sector 
members were more apt to give a higher rating to this 
relationship than public sector members. Likewise, the 
majority of respondents did not view the PIC as a rubber 
stamp for decisions made by local government entities. 
In their written comments, respondents were highly 
laudatory of the public-private forum that has evolved in 
the PIC structure under JTPA. Frequently mentioned as a 
major strength of the PIC was the opportunity to achieve 
increased understanding based on the major community 
elements sitting together at one table, and the ability to 
address common concerns in a structure that included 
representatives of both the public and private sector. 
Job Training Program Effectiveness 
A key question to be considered as part of this study 
is whether private sector involvement in job training has 
impacted on program effectiveness in a positive manner. 
Again, this was an anticipated benefit of the JTPA 
legislation, with proponents believing that such involvement 
would improve program efficiency and the targeting of 
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training to local labor market needs. Respondents were 
generally apt to support the position that the private 
sector has had a positive impact on the job training system. 
Almost all respondents gave the PIC a good or better rating 
in training and placing people in jobs, the bottom line of 
the job training system. 
In looking at the impact of the private sector on 
training programs geared to local labor market needs, again 
the respondents gave a highly favorable rating to private 
sector involvement. Approximately 76 percent of respondents 
gave this area a positive rating, and it was the highest 
rated area of impact in the survey. 
An overwhelming majority of private sector respondents 
believed that the management practices of the local job 
training system were improved through involvement of the 
private sector. However, public sector members were 
generally inclined to rate this area much lower, with only 
51 percent agreeing with this position. In their written 
comments, the public sector members frequently cited the 
lack of time and understanding of private sector members, 
and their inability to substantially address some of the key 
problem areas due to these constraints. It would appear from 
the comments that the potential for the private sector to 
impact the system in a substantial manner certainly exists, 
but that for a variety of reasons, this potential is not 
fully realized in practice. 
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Impact of Private Sector Involvement 
Local job training systems are composed of a number of 
common elements which must be routinely addresses if the 
systems are to be effectively structured and operated. The 
study attempted to look at several of these core areas to 
assess private sector impact. These included typically 
common concerns such as planning, resource allocation, 
client selection, types of program services, vendor 
selection and performance, and program oversight. 
Respondents were apt to rate the impact of private 
sector involvement highly in the area of planning, with 
particular emphasis on resource allocation, a major planning 
function. Ninety-four percent of respondents rated the PIC's 
influence as medium or high in this activity. Most private 
sector members believed that individual members provided 
substantial direct input into the job training planning 
process. 
In looking at the types of clients served and the 
client selection process, private sector impact received a 
relatively low score by respondents. Less than half felt 
that this was an area of greatest impact, and it received 
the lowest ranking of the areas surveyed (See Table 6). 
Likewise, in looking at the influence of the PIC in client 
selection, this area again received the lowest relative 
ranking (See Table 7). 
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In general, the more removed an activity was from a 
planning/discussion framework, the less influence 
the private sector appeared to exert on the job training 
system based on the relative rankings of Tables 6 and 7 as 
found in the survey. 
Utilization of Private Sector Expertise 
It was widely anticipated that the participation of 
private sector representatives, who by law must constitute a 
majority of PIC members, would significantly improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of federal job training 
programs. This study looked at both the extent to which PICs 
got involved in job training activities, as well as the 
degree to which private sector expertise was perceived to 
impact on the accomplishment of these activities. 
In the three key areas of responsibility allotted to 
PICs, that of planning, policy guidance and oversight, most 
respondents indicated that their PICs participated often or 
very often in these activities. Participation ranged from 74 
percent in the area of planning to 84 percent in the area of 
performance monitoring, and 82 percent in the area of 
providing policy guidance. In other areas, 82 percent of 
the PICs participated in coordinating training activities, 
and 69 percent got involved in helping trainees get placed 
in jobs. 
Seventy percent of the private sector respondents 
indicated that individual PIC members prov 
direct input into the job training process 
ided substantial 
and 74 percent of 
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the private sector respondents indicated that members often 
get an opportunity to provide policy guidance on local job 
training activities. In the area of oversight, over 90 
percent of the private sector members felt that the PIC had 
been effective in monitoring and evaluating job training 
activities and programs. 
In looking at the extent to which private sector 
expertise was utilized in the performance of other PIC 
related activities, the study found that private sector 
respondents were likely to give positive ratings to their 
impact on the system in several key areas. For example, 84 
percent of the private sector members believed that private 
sector expertise had helped to improve the management 
practices of the public sector agencies that operate job 
training programs. Private sector respondents also felt 
their involvement had a significant impact on gearing job 
training to the local labor market demands, with 90 percent 
of these respondents giving this a positive impact rating. 
Respondents make a large number of wide ranging 
comments concerning ways to improve the utilization of 
private sector expertise. Some of the suggestions have been 
touched on earlier, such as an improved member selection 
process and improved preparation of members so that they can 
understand and deal with employment and training issues, 
given the limited amount of time that they have available to 
interact with the system. As one private sector respondent 
wrote, "Most private sector members cannot devote adequate 
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time to totally familiarize themselves with needed 
information" (Appendix I), if the private sector expertise 
that has been put at the disposal of the job training system 
is to be more fully utilized, the system must be made 
understandable to the members so that appropriate 
interventions can be made by them. 
Other pertinent suggestions made by respondents to 
improve private sector utilization dealt with the issues 
relating to local autonomy. Private Sector respondents in 
particular felt PICs operated within a legal structure of 
centrally imposed federal and state regulations that 
permitted little if any local decision making to take place. 
This lack of flexibility to deal creatively with local 
problems was cited as a major weakness of the local job 
training system, and appears to serve as a possible 
disincentive to private sector involvement. Public sector 
respondents in their comments tended to criticize the lack 
of involvement of private sector members. In this respect, 
the regulatory constraints which impact on the capability of 
private sector members to play a challenging and meaningful 
role in the job training system might be one explanation for 
this perceived low level of involvement of the private 
sector. 
Respondents also identified the issue of declining 
funding and the limited scope of authority represented by 
legislated funds as another factor potentially impacting on 
private sector involvement. The job training system has seen 
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its funding reduced on an annual basis for the last several 
years, further limiting the available options to deal with 
local issues and concerns beyond the constraints built into 
the system by authorizing legislation and state regulations. 
In such an environment of seemingly declining influence and 
power, the active involvement of the private sector is 
problematic at best. This issue also relates to another 
concern expressed by respondents dealing with the expressed 
need to increase public awareness and visibility of PIC 
activities, which could potentially impact on the 
willingness of the private sector to support these 
activities. 
Increasing the Effectiveness of PIC 
The data indicated 91 percent of respondents gave 
the PIC a good to excellent overall rating in helping people 
get trained and placed in jobs. Likewise, most respondents 
were likely to believe that placement rates in their area 
were improved by the involvement of the PIC, with 71 percent 
agreeing with this position. 
In looking at ways to increase the effectiveness of 
PICs, approximately 55 percent of respondents felt that PICs 
should have greater direct authority to operate job training 
programs and activities. However, the majority of 
respondents did not agree that PICs should act as the 
administrative agency and take over day to day control of 
job training program operations, with 57 percent of all 
respondents in disagreement with that position. 
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The study provided respondents with an opportunity to 
make recommendations for improving the effectiveness of 
private sector involvement, and respondents made a number of 
cogent suggestions on a wide variety of topics. These 
suggestions could be grouped in three general areas; 
membership related issues of selection, preparation and 
utilization; mission related issues of structure and 
authority of PIC; and resource related considerations. 
In looking at membership related considerations, a 
number of suggestions were made to increase private sector 
involvement and to select private sector members who would 
play a greater leadership role in PIC . Better orientation 
programs for new (and old) members was also a frequently 
made suggestion in order to provide them with an adequate 
knowledge base to serve on PICs. 
In looking at the mission related issues, respondents 
provided a variety of suggestions for broadening the current 
mandate to include the planning and coordination of all 
education and training programs within a local area. 
Structural suggestions were made to enhance effectiveness of 
the PICs based on support staff needs, PIC committee 
deliberation methodologies, and methods for enhancing the 
effectiveness of meetings. A number of respondents also 
suggested that power be more directly decentralized within 
the current federal/state/local system. Local PICs should 
have more to say as to what takes place within their area, 
with regulations encouraging innovation and flexibility. 
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Suggestions were also made to secure an adequate funding 
base and to provide for experimental program funding. 
Recommendations 
As a result of the study data, a number of 
recommendations have been made to improve the effectiveness 
of private sector representatives. These included proposed 
legislative changes as well as changes within the purview of 
local PIC authorities. 
Legislative Changes 
The results of this study suggest that private sector 
involvement in job training could be more effectively 
utilized through legislative changes at the federal level. 
In looking at the Job Training Partnership Act, the 
following areas were identified for possible legislative 
changes. 
1. Broadening of eligibility requirements to include 
those individuals currently excluded due to income 
1imitations. 
2. Alteration/reduction of performance standards, 
particularly in experimental programs, to provide PICs with 
the ability to serve high risk groups and the flexibility to 
meet unique local needs. 
3. Provision of a stable funding base to adequately 
address local training needs, thereby providing private 
sector members with a long term rationale for involvement. 
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Selection and Preparation of Members 
The federal job training system is a complex and 
difficult to understand endeavor which few private or public 
sector members are acquainted with prior to their 
appointment to PIC. Members should be selected who have an 
earnest commitment to PIC goals, are demonstrated leaders in 
their respective fields, and have the necessary time to 
commit to PIC activities. 
Since few if any members have an adequate knowledge 
base concerning the local job training system, local PICs 
should ensure that they receive an in-depth orientation to 
prepare them for service. This orientation program should 
include information on legislative requirements of JTPA, 
background information on the local labor market, and 
information on training and education programs preparing 
people for job placement, with particular emphasis on the 
skills and competencies required to enable youth and adults 
to secure employment. Written comments of respondents also 
indicated a need for refresher programs for longer term 
members. 
Defining Mission of PIC 
Local Private Industry Councils should clearly 
articulate those major goals and objectives which will be 
pursued within the local job training system. Since few 
members can devote sufficient time to become involved with 
all facets of the system, local goals should be set which 
permit private sector expertise to directly influence and 
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impact on those areas identified as most important to its 
successful functioning. 
The state-local partnership should also be closely 
examined to ensure that local PlCs have the authority and 
flexibility to provide those programs and services required 
to meet the needs of the client population as well as local 
labor market demands. Local PICs need to have a minimum of 
restrictions and constraints if members are to feel that 
they have a role to play in preparing people to access good 
jobs. If members sense that all the real decisions have 
already been made as a result of bureaucratic rules and 
regulations, then active participation is unlikely to take 
place, and membership in the PIC will be perfunctory at 
best. 
Structuring PIC Operational Activities 
Due to the very real time constraints impacting on 
members of voluntary bodies such as the PIC, activities need 
to be structured in such a way as to permit their full 
involvement in a meaningful way. Due to these constraints, 
members cannot deal with all issues to any degree of depth. 
Often, this results in informational type meetings, which 
include a series of briefings by staff, with no opportunity 
for in-depth discussion and no real chance for private 
sector expertise to impact on the system. 
Alternatives to foster greater participation and 
involvement include such approaches as a subcommittee 
structure which would permit individual members to focus 
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their time and efforts on a well defined area within the 
larger system. Another approach would be to limit the agenda 
of full board meetings to an in-depth examination of one or 
two important problems so that members could better 
understand the complexities and nuances of the issues 
involved, and provide sound guidance to the system. 
In a very real sense, one of the more important 
functions served by local PICs is the opportunity it 
provides local community leaders from the public and private 
sector to meet together to work jointly on community 
problems. This public-private forum can be most effective if 
PIC members are provided an opportunity to grapple with 
important community issues relating to training and 
employment. Structuring PIC activities in such a way as to 
facilitate and encourage problem solving, utilizing the most 
talented members of the public and private sector, can be a 
powerful stimulus toward active member involvement. 
Utilization of Private Sector Members 
The results of this study support the premise that 
private sector involvement in federal job training provides 
positive benefits and advantages which enhance the overall 
functioning of the system. Overall management of the local 
job training system appears to be enhanced, as is the degree 
to which job training programs meet local labor market 
needs in a quality manner. 
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The data indicates that not all private sector 
respondents feel they are being effectively utilized in the 
planning, policy making, decision making and oversight 
functions of the PIC they serve on. In this respect, it is 
incumbent upon the leadership structure in local PICs to 
ensure that members are adequately prepared for full 
participation, and have the opportunity to become involved 
in meaningful tasks relating to the mission and goals of the 
PIC. 
Although the data does not support a strong desire on 
the part of the private sector members to be more directly 
involved in the day to day operation of local job training 
systems, there does seem to be strong support for greater 
decentralization of authority so that local PICs have 
greater flexibility to implement local solutions to local 
problems. Greater utilization of private sector expertise 
demands that members be given valid tasks to be performed 
which can lead to visible and important improvements in the 
local job training system. 
New Directions for PIC 
The data suggests that private sector members would 
like to see the role of the PICs expanded in several 
different dimensions. PICs should be given greater 
authority to coordinate the full range of federal and state 
programs relating to job training and employment, not simply 
those prescribed by the Job Training Partnership Act. 
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Members see this as an effort to bring greater efficiency to 
local job training by eliminating redundancy and poorly 
performing programs. Likewise such coordination would ensure 
that programs are designed to meet the needs of the employer 
community. 
Although the data indicated that less than half of the 
PICs were involved in economic development activities or 
activities relating to local public education, most private 
sector members felt that PICs should be involved in these 
activities. The value of economic development can be 
directly observed in the job creation function which is 
often a spin-off of these activities. In the area of public 
education, there was less consensus between public and 
private sector members. Public sector members, many of whom 
were in the field of public education, were not supportive 
of this new direction. It would appear that local PICs need 
to explore this area in depth before undertaking initiatives 
relating to local public education. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This study identified a number of important issues 
relating to private sector involvement in federal job 
training which should be more carefully examined in future 
research. These issues are as follows: 
1. The need to identify those key knowledge areas and 
areas of expertise which should be included as part of 
orientation and familiarization programs for members of 
Private Industry Councils. 
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2. The need to research the most productive management 
level within the private sector to further the goals and 
objectives of the job training system. 
3. The need to identify the optimal PIC committee 
structure that would encourage private sector 
representatives to optimize their involvement in the job 
training system given the time constraints available for 
these voluntary duties. 
4. The need to conduct research to determine why some 
PICs appear to be highly successful in working as a group to 
achieve local job training system goals while others appear 
to be perfunctory in nature with low member interest. 
Recommendations for Use of the Data • 
The data emanating from this study should be made 
available to individuals responsible for or having a direct 
input into policy making decisions relating to private 
sector involvement in the federal job training system. This 
would include federal legislators concerned with the funding 
and operation of the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982, 
state authorities responsible for implementing the Act, 
members of the State Job Training Coordination Council, and 
local authorities within the job training and employment 
system who control Private Industry Council activities at 
the local level. 
The data should be made available to current and future 
members of Private Industry Councils as well as staff 
members assigned to these activities. The data should also 
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be made available to institutions oE hiqher learning for use 
in graduate research studies relating to public-private 
partnerships and private sector involvement in job training. 
Summary 
A study was conducted to examine private sector 
involvement in the federal job training and employment 
system since the inception of JTPA in 1983, based on the 
attitudes and perceptions of public and private sector 
members of Private Industry Councils in New England. The 
problem which the study attempted to address was to 
ascertain whether the innovative involvement of the private 
sector in the management and oversight of federal job 
training programs had achieved the explicit and implicit 
goals of the JTPA legislation. The problem was defined in a 
series of four research questions which became the basis of 
the study. These four research questions related to (1) PIC 
membership related issues, (2) the achievement of basic 
program goals, (3) impact of private sector involvement on 
job training, and (4) the effective utilization of private 
sector expertise. 
A review of the literature was conducted to examine of 
state of the art relating to studies of private sector 
involvement in job training. The literature review was based 
on a general to specific approach, first looking at the role 
private sector representatives have played in federally 
legislated programs, and tracing private involvement in 
federal employment and training programs to the current 
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time. The review focused on the role of the private sector 
within the Private Industry Councils first established under 
CETA as well as the expanded role of these councils in JTPA. 
The methodology used in the research included a 
combination of qualitative and quantitative strategies to 
gather the necessary data for analysis. Using the literature 
review, and a series of unstructured interviews with PIC 
members, a survey instrument was developed consisting of 
three parts; questionnaire, attitudinal survey, and open 
ended question format. The survey instrument was piloted, 
refined, and mailed to a random sample of 300 public and 
private sector members of Private Industry Councils within 
New England. 
The data gathered as a result of the survey (168 
returns) was entered into a computer and analyzed using the 
App-Stat statistical analysis package. A variety of 
statistical measures were elicited from the data, including 
frequency distributions and percents, standard deviations, 
and mean and median responses. Respondents were also 
provided an opportunity to respond to three optional 
questions as part of the survey questionnaire. These 
questions related to the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Private Industry Council and member suggestions to make the 
PIC a more effective body. The responses were further broken 
out by public and private sector status of respondent. 
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The data were reported in three basic ways. First, the 
data from survey instruments A and B were tabulated 
according to frequency or response and mean for both public 
and private sector respondents as well as in a combined 
format. Secondly, specific topic areas relating to the four 
research questions were discussed relative to the response 
patterns of applicable survey questions. Finally, the 
responses to the open ended questions were itemized and 
discussed based on a summary review of responses. 
Four research questions were posed relating to private 
sector involvement in the federal job training system. 
Research question one addressed PIC membership. The data 
indicated that the most important PIC membership 
characteristics were commitment to the goals of PIC, 
leadership ability, company support of efforts, and the 
availability of time to devote to PIC duties. The study 
indicated a very high regard for the talents, dedication and 
expertise of members, and gave high marks to the 
public-private forum which exists as a result of the federal 
legislation, and which provides local community leaders with 
the ability to address common concerns in a purposeful 
structure. Members felt that the orientation and 
familiarization program was inadequate to meet their needs, 
and identified a variety of knowledge areas which needed to 
be addressed 
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Research question two related to the issue of whether 
the conceptual basis and rationale for private sector 
involvement in JTPA had been achieved in practice. The data 
indicated that private sector involvement had improved the 
management of the job training system. Job training programs 
were meeting the needs of the local labor market area, and 
members felt that a closer relationship between the business 
community and the public sector had evolved under JTPA. 
Members viewed private sector involvement as an important 
aspect of the federal job training program, and this 
involvement played a major role in many aspects of the 
system, including improved public sector program management, 
increased responsiveness of training to local labor market 
needs, and improved operational effectiveness based on 
measured performance. 
Research question three addressed the impact of private 
sector involvement on key job training issues. The data 
indicated that private sector involvement had only marginal 
impact on the type of client served. The PIC appeared to 
play a substantially greater role in determining the quality 
of services, the selection of service vendors, and the 
overall performance of service vendors. The private sector 
also appeared to play an important role in the planning 
and operational effectiveness of job training programs. 
Research question four related to the utilization of 
private sector expertise in their mandated areas of 
responsibility within JTPA. Most PIC members felt that they 
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participated in the major activities of planning, policy 
guidance, and monitoring and evaluating job training 
activities. Although few PICs were noted as being involved 
in economic development activities or working to improve the 
public school system in their area, most members felt that 
initiatives such as these were steps in the right direction. 
The study indicated that several apparent needs 
regarding private sector involvement were not being fully 
met. These included the lack of an adequate orientation and 
familiarization program to prepare new members for their 
duties and allow them to function within the time 
constraints available for PIC activities. The need for more 
local autonomy and flexibility in order to address local 
problems was also noted as an impediment to private sector 
involvement, as was the continued decline in the 
availability of funding resources for staff and programs. 
The study made a number of recommendations for 
improving the utilization of private sector representatives 
within the context of the federal job training system. These 
included suggested changes to legislation as well as changes 
which were within the purview of local authorities which 
could enhance the effectiveness of local job training 
programs. It also made suggestions regarding possible new 
directions for private sector related activities within the 
PIC structure, including expansion of the authority of the 
PIC to coordinate the full range of employment related 
education and training programs with a local area. 
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Initiatives into such areas as economic development and 
local public education were also discussed. 
Finally, the study included recommendations for future 
research relating to private sector involvement in job 
training, as well as recommendations for using the data 
emanating from the study. 
109 
APPENDIX A. 
Survey Instrument 
110 
SURVEY OF PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
THE PURPOSE OF THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS TO GIVE MEMBERS OF PRIVATE 
INDUSTRY COUNCILS AN OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AS TO THEIR 
PARTICIPATION ON THESE COUNCILS. THIS INFORMATION WILL BE USED TO ASSESS 
THE IMPACT OF PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN JOB TRAINING AND TO DEVELOP 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ENHANCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PRIVATE SECTOR 
REPRESENTATION IN THE FUTURE. 
THE SURVEY IS COMPOSED OF TOO PARTS. PART "A" ASKS TWELVE QUESTIONS 
REGARDING YOUR PARTICIPATION ON THE PIC. PART "B" SEEKS INFORMATION 
REGARDING YOUR ATTITUDES TOWARD CURRENT ISSUES FACING PICS. 
YOU ARE ASKED NOT TO IDENTIFY YOURSELF OR TO PLACE ANY IDENTIFICATION 
MARKS ON THE FORM. THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION AND ASSISTANCE. 
________________ PART A----------------- 
1. HOW LONG HAVE YOU SERVED ON THE PIC? (CHECK ONE) 
A. _LESS THAN ONE YEAR 
B. _ONE TO TWO YEARS 
C. _TWO TO THREE YEARS 
D. _MORE THAN THREE YEARS 
2. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES BEST DESCRIBES YOUR BACKGROUND AS A 
PIC MEMBER? (CHECK ONE) 
A. _PRIVATE SECTOR REPRESENTATIVE 
B. EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 
C. ORGANIZED LABOR 
D. _REHABILITATION AGENCY 
E. PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT SERVICE 
F. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
G. COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATION 
H. _OTHER PUBLIC SECTOR ___ 
3. HOW MANY HOURS PER MONTH DO YOU PARTICIPATE IN PIC ACTIVITIES? (CHECK 
ONE) 
A. ONE HOUR OR LESS 
B. ONE TO THREE HOURS 
C. THREE TO FIVE HOURS 
D. MORE THAN FIVE HOURS 
4. DOES YOUR PIC SERVE AS THE ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY IN YOUR LOCAL AREA AND 
DIRECTLY ADMINISTER THE JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS? (CHECK ONE) 
A. YES B. C. DON'T KNOW NO 
5. THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES HAVE BEEN CITED AS BEING PERFORMED BY SOME 
PICS. DOES YOUR PIC PERFORM THEM? PLEASE RATE YOUR PIC'S INVOLVEMENT WITH 
THESE ACTIVITIES BY CHECKING THE BLOCK(S) YOU FEEL ARE MOST APPROPRIATE. 
SPACE IS AVAILABLE TO WRITE IN OTHER MAJOR ACTIVITIES THAT ARE PERFORMED 
BY YOUR PIC. 
DOES YOUR PIC DO IT? HOW FREQUENTLY? 
ACTIVITY YES NO VERY OFTEN OFTEN SELDOM 
A. MONITORING PERFORMANCE 
B. PROVIDING POLICY GUIDANCE 
C. HELPING TRAINEES GET PLACED IN JOBS 
D. COORDINATING JOB TRAINING ACTIVITIES 
E. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
F. PLANNING JOB TRAINING PROGRAMS 
G. OVERSIGHT OF TRAINING CONTRACTORS 
H. IMPROVING PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 
I. 
J. 
6. WHAT ARE THE IMPORTANT FACTORS THAT HELP PIC MEMBERS TO BE EFFECTIVE IN 
THEIR SERVICE ON PICS? PLEASE CHECK THE MOST APPROPRIATE BLOCK FOR EACH 
CHARACTERISTIC. 
MOST SOMEWHAT LEAST NOT 
FACTORS IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT APPLICABLE 
A. COMMITMENT TO PIC GOALS _ _ _ _ 
B. SENIOR POSITION IN COMPANY _ 
C. TIME AVAILABILITY _ _ _ 
D. LEADERSHIP ABILITY _ _ _ _ 
E. KNOWLEDGE OF EDUCATION/TRAINING    _ 
F. COMPANY SUPPORT OF EFFORTS _ _ _ _ 
G. NETWORK OF AFFILIATIONS _ _ _ _ 
H. _ _ _ _ _ 
7. LISTED BELOW ARE AREAS OF KNOWLEDGE THAT HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED BY SOME 
PIC MEMBERS AS IMPORTANT TO THEIR PARTICIPATION ON THE PIC. PLEASE 
INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU FEEL SATISFIED WITH YOUR KNOWLEDGE AND 
ORIENTATION IN THESE AREAS BY CHECKING THE APPROPRIATE BLOCK. 
ADDITIONAL KNOWLEDGE NEEDED? 
KNOWLEDGE AREAS MUCH SOME NONE n/A 
A. LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS OF JTPA _ _ _ _ 
B. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS _ _ _ _ 
C. PERFORMANCE BASED CONTRACTING _ __ _ _ 
D. COMMUNITY BASED ORGANIZATIONS _ _ _ _ 
E. JTPA PERFORMANCE STANDARDS _ _ _ _ 
F. LOCAL LABOR MARKET INFORMATION _ _ _ _ 
G. YOUTH BASIC SKILLS COMPETENCIES _ _ _ _ 
H. _____ _ _ _ _ 
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8. IN YOUR OPINION, TO WHAT EXTENT HAS PRIVATE SECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN LOCAL 
JOB TRAINING IMPACTED ON YOUR LOCAL TRAINING SYSTEM? (CIRCLE RATING FOR 
EACH AREA, WITH 1 BEING THE GREATEST EXTENT OF IMPACT AND 7 THE LEAST 
EXTENT) 
AREA OF INVOLVEMENT 
greatest 
EXTENT 
PRIVATE SECTOR IMPACT? 
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 EXTENT 
A. OVERALL MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
B. TRAINING PROGRAM QUALITY 
C. TRAINING GEARED TO LOCAL LABOR MARKET 
D. TYPES OF CLIENTS SERVED 
E. SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDERS 
F. PERFORMANCE OF TRAINING CONTRACTORS 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
5 6 7 
5 6 7 
5 6 7 
5 6 7 
5 6 7 
5 6 7 
9. A CRITICISM SOMETIMES MADE OF JTPA IS THAT IT ENCOURAGES "CREAMING", 
AND AVOIDS SERVING THE HARD TO PLACE CLIENTS IN ORDER TO MEET FEDERALLY 
MANDATED PERFORMANCE STANDARDS. TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU FEEL THIS IS TRUE IN 
YOUR LOCAL AREA? (CIRCLE ONE) 
A. TO A GREAT DEGREE B. SOMEWHAT C. NOT AT ALL D. DON'T KNOW 
10. A MAJOR GOAL OF THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT HAS BEEN TO FOSTER 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF A CLOSE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN THE PRIVATE AND PUBLIC 
SECTORS. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP IN YOUR 
AREA? (CIRCLE ONE) 
A. EXCELLENT B. VERY GOOD C. GOOD D. FAIR E. POOR 
11. HOW INFLUENTIAL DO YOU FEEL THAT YOUR PIC IS IN CONTROLLING THE 
FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES? (PLEASE CHECK MOST APPROPRIATE RATING) 
HOW INFLUENTIAL IS YOUR PIC? 
ACTIVITY HIGH MEDIUM LOW N/A 
A. PERFORMANCE OF CONTRACTORS 
B. CLIENT SELECTION FOR SERVICES 
C. ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 
D. SELECTION OF SERVICE PROVIDERS 
E. TYPES OF PROGRAM SERVICES 
F. ___ 
G.  
12. OVERALL, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF YOUR PIC IN HELPING 
PEOPLE GET TRAINED AND PLACED .IN JOBS IN YOUR AREA? (CIRCLE ONE) 
A. EXCELLENT B. VERY GOOD C. GOOD D. FAIR E. POOR 
-3- 
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PART B 
SURVEY OF PIC MEMBERS 
THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO DETERMINE YOUR REACTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT ISSUES THAT MAY BE FACING PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCILS WITHIN NEW 
ENGLAND. THE SURVEY IS NOT A TEST, AND WE ARE INTERESTED IN YOUR FIRST 
IMPRESSIONS. 
FOR EACH STATEMENT, YOU ARE ASKED TO INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU 
AGREE OR DISAGREE. THERE ARE FIVE POSSIBLE RESPONSES: 
STRONGLY DISAGREE (SD); DISAGREE (D); NEUTRAL OR UNDECIDED (N); 
AGREE (A); AND STONGLY AGREE (SA). 
PLEASE CIRCLE THE RESPONSE THAT MOST NEARLY REFLECTS YOUR OPINION OR 
FEELING. 
PLANNING/OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES STRONCLY 
DISAGREE 
STRONG LI 
AGREE 
1. Individual PIC members provide substantial direct SD D N A SA 
input into the planning process for activities in 
the job training plan. 
2. The orientation program for service on the PIC was SD D N A SA 
fully adequate to help me meet my responsibilities. 
3. If I had a better understanding of JTPA and job SD D N A SA 
training, I could be a more effective member of 
the Private Industry Council. 
4. The PIC has been effective in monitoring and SD D N A SA 
evaluating job training programs and activities. 
PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS 
5. The JTPA legislation should encourage program SD 
operators to serve the difficult to employ even if 
performance standards may not be met as a result. 
6. I feel that I've been unable to improve the 
performance of the local job training system 
through my service on the PIC. 
7. I don't fully understand how the State measures 
our performance effectiveness. 
8. It seems to me that service delivery vendors in 
our area are selected for reasons other than their 
demonstrated ability to perform effectively. 
D N A SA 
D N A SA 
9. Placement rates in our job training programs have SD 
been improved by involvement of the PIC. 
D N A SA 
-4- 
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POLICY GUIDANCE STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
10. Individual PIC members often qet an opportunity 
to provide policy guidance on job training 
activities provided in our area. 
SD D N A SA 
11. I have been mostly involved in the PIC in an 
advisory capacity rather than in a policy making, 
decision making, or management capacity. 
SD D N A SA 
12. In our area, the PIC is not a rubber stamp for 
decisions made by local governmental agencies. 
SD D N A SA 
13. The programs that we operate seem to have little 
to do with the labor market needs in our area. 
SD D N A SA 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
14. The biggest problem we have as PIC members is SD D N A SA 
getting issues and problems raised to our level 
so that we can help solve them. 
15. Private sector expertise has helped to improve SD D N A SA 
the management practices of the public sector 
agencies that operate our job training programs. 
16. If I had more time to assign to my PIC SD D N A SA 
responsibilities, I could be a more effective 
PIC member. 
NEW DIRECTIONS 
17. Initiatives to increase the responsibilities of SD D N A SA 
the PIC beyond job training to such areas as 
public education and economic development are 
certainly a step in the right direction. 
18. The PIC should have greater direct authority to 
operate JTPA programs and activities. 
19. A close partnership between the public sector 
and the business community has evolved in our 
area as a result of JTPA and PIC activities. 
20. The PIC should act as the administrative agency 
in our area, and take over direction and day to 
day control of program operations. 
21. Improving local economic conditions is a major 
goal of our Private Industry Council. 
22. In order to be more effective, the PIC needs to 
get involved in changing education at the level 
of the local public schools. 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
SD D N A SA 
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, WHILE OPTIONAL, WILL HELP US TO IMPROVE THE 
QUALITY AND THOROUGHNESS OF OUR REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 
1. What do you consider to be the major strenqth of the PIC? 
2. What do you consider to be the major weakness of the PIC? 
3. How do you feel that we can improve the PIC to make it a more effective 
body? 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME AND EFFORT TO FILL OUT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 
YOUR COOPERATION IS SINCERELY APPRECIATED. 
-6- 
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UNIVERSITY OK MASSACHUSETTS 
AT AM 11 ERST ' 
Hills Hoi.se 
Amhersi. MA 01022 
(■>13) 545-2155 
.^•■vr;'0" 0* : 
Research a 
March 14, 1988 
Dear 
You have unique experience because of your participation on a 
Private Industry Council that can aid immeasurably in an important 
research study currently underway at the University of 
Massachusetts. We are looking at the impact of private sector 
involvement in federal job training programs, and we believe that 
the views of PIC members themselves can provide invaluable 
direction to this research effort. As the availability of -new 
entrants into the labor force continues to decline, we need to 
develop optimal job training strategies for expanding the labor 
force participation of the more seriously disadvantaged in our 
population. We need your help to do this. 
You have been selected as part of a randomized sample of all 
Private Industry Council members within New England; consequently 
we greatly need your help in completing and returning this 
questionnaire in order to have a valid data base from which to 
inclusions and recommendations. You may be 
Dr. Kenneth Ertel 
Professor 
Center for Occupational 
F. Richard Neveu 
Doctoral Student 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Education 
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Table 9 
Section A Raw Data - Private Sector 
ITEM TOTAL A-l B-2 C-3 0-4 E-5 F-6 G-7 H-8 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 75 3 12 14 46 3.4 4 .91 
2. 75 3 29 25 18 2.8 2 .86 
3. 75 75 1.0 l .00 
4. 75 46 25 4 1.4 1 .61 
5A. 75 32 38 3 2 0 1.7 2 .70 
5B. 73 26 38 4 2 3 1.9 2 .97 
5C. 72 32 22 2 2 14 2.4 1 1.99 
5D. 73 29 32 6 2 4 1.9 2 1.06 
5E. 68 9 23 15 1 20 3.0 2 1.43 
5F. 71 24 33 1 3 10 2.2 2 1.29 
5G. 67 32 24 4 3 4 1.9 1 1.15 
5H. 66 6 17 9 3 31 3.5 1 1.52 
6A. 75 59 15 1 0 1.2 1 . 46 
6B. 72 19 42 9 2 2.0 2 1.52 
6C. 75 29 39 7 0 1.7 2 .63 
6D. 75 41 31 3 0 1.5 1 .59 
6E. 72 18 40 14 0 1.9 2 .66 
6F. 74 25 36 12 1 1.9 2 .75 
6G. 71 21 27 21 2 2.1 2 .86 
7A. 74 12 53 9 0 2.0 2 .53 
7B. 73 11 55 7 0 2.0 2 .50 
7C. 72 9 43 19 1 2.2 2 .65 
7D. 74 8 45 21 0 2.2 2 .60 
7E. 73 16 43 14 0 2.0 2 .65 
7F. 73 16 45 12 0 2.1 2 1.25 
7G. 72 9 58 4 1 
8 A. 70 17 19 14 11 
8B. 68 10 25 20 8 
8C. 69 23 19 :20 5 
80. 69 5 13 19 14 
8E. 70 12 15 16 8 
8F. 70 11 23 17 9 
9. 74 5 34 29 6 
10. 74 19 32 15 7 
11A. 73 40 27 5 1 
1 IB. 72 24 28 18 2 
11C. 74 43 30 1 0 
110. 74 39 30 5 0 
HE. 74 43 23 6 2 
12. 75 15 35 22 3 
6 
2 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
8 
2 
0 
0 
7 
2.0 
2.7 
2.7 
2.2 
3.8 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
.49 
1.54 
1.24 
1.12 
1.77 
15 
6 
3.2 
2.9 
2.5 
2.2 
1.6 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
58 
40 
74 
96 
68 
2.0 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
2.2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
.84 
.53 
.61 
.76 
.80 
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Table 10 
Section A Raw Data - Public Sector 
ITEM TOTAL A-l B-2 C-3 D-4 E-5 F-6 G-7 H-8 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 87 4 15 11 57 3.4 4 .94 2. 87 6 37 27 17 2.6 2 .88 3. 87 0 26 8 12 12 4 15 10 N/A 2 N/A 4 . 87 50 34 3 l. 4 1 .55 5A. 85 21 43 11 7 3 2.2 2 1.02 
5B. 85 22 43 5 8 7 2.3 2 1.21 
5C. 84 20 34 3 7 20 2.7 2 1.51 
5D. 85 31 36 4 5 10 2.2 2 1.29 
5E. 84 11 22 17 4 30 3.2 5 1.49 
5F. 84 31 26 6 6 15 2.4 1 1.48 
5G. 84 24 35 10 5 10 2.3 2 1.27 
5H. 82 12 21 9 5 35 3.4 5 1.57 
6A. 86 62 22 1 1 1.3 1 1.54 
6B. 86 18 50 16 2 2.0 2 .70 
6C. 87 41 38 6 2 1.6 1 .73 
6D. 87 51 29 6 1 1.5 1 .67 
6E. 87 48 43 4 2 1.6 1 .64 
6F. 87 49 35 2 1 1.5 1 .61 
6G. 87 28 42 13 4 1.9 2 .77 
7A. 87 9 60 18 0 2.1 2 .55 
7B. 87 19 47 21 0 2.0 2 .64 
1C. 87 18 41 27 1 2.1 2 .74 
ID. 86 24 34 28 0 2.0 2 .78 
IE. 87 19 45 2 1 2.0 2 .72 
IE. 86 23 48 15 0 1.9 2 .66 
7G. 87 17 47 21 2 2.1 2 : .72 
8 A. 84 6 10 26 22 10 4 6 3.6 3 1.51 
8B. 84 5 22 24 15 5 7 6 3.5 3 1.61 
8C. 84 12 27 15 12 6 5 7 3.1 2 1.75 
8D. 84 3 15 19 17 13 9 8 3.9 3 1.65 
8E. 84 7 14 22 16 9 7 9 3.8 3 1.77 
8F. 94 3 24 25 10 7 7 8 3.6 3 1.69 
9 . 86 12 46 28 0 2.2 2 . 66 
10. 87 16 33 19 18 0 2.5 2 1.06 
11A. 87 33 38 15 1 1.8 2 . 7 6 
1 IB. 86 26 34 22 4 2.0 2 .87 
I1C. 87 46 33 7 1 1.6 1 .69 
I1D. 86 44 31 10 1 1.6 1 
.75 
HE. 87 41 37 9 0 1.6 1 
. 66 
12. 87 15 32 29 8 3 2.4 2 
. 97 
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Table 11 
Section A Raw Data - Combined 
ITEM TOTAL A-l B-2 C-3 D-4 E-5 F-6 G-7 H-8 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 162 7 27 25 103 1 A A 2. 162 9 66 52 35 0 *7 
• 7j 
3. 
4. 
162 
162 
75 
96 
26 
59 
8 
7 
12 12 4 15 10 N/A 
1 A 
1 
1 
• o 7 
N/A 
5A. 160 53 81 14 9 3 2.0 2 
• Dr 
.89 
59. 158 48 81 9 10 10 2.1 2 1.10 5C. 156 52 56 5 9 34 2.6 2 1.76 5D. 
5E. 
158 
152 
60 
20 
67 
45 
10 
32 
7 
5 
14 
50 
2.1 
3.1 
2 
5 
1.18 
1.46 5F. 155 55 59 7 9 25 2.3 2 1.39 
5G. 151 56 59 14 8 14 2.1 1 1.22 
5H. 148 18 38 18 8 66 3.4 2 1.55 
6A. 161 121 37 2 0 1.3 1 1.03 
6B. 158 37 92 25 4 2.0 2 1.09 
6C. 162 70 77 13 2 1.6 2 .68 
6D. 162 92 60 9 1 1.5 1 .63 
6E. 159 56 83 18 2 1.7 2 .65 
6F. 161 74 71 14 2 1.7 1 .67 
6G. 158 49 69 34 6 2.0 2 .81 
7A. 161 21 113 27 0 2.1 2 .54 
7B. 160 30 102 28 2 2.0 2 .58 
7C. 159 27 84 46 2 2.1 2 .70 
7D. 160 32 79 49 0 2.1 2 .70 
7E. 160 35 38 36 1 2.0 2 .69 
7F. 159 39 93 27 0 2.0 2 .94 
7G. 159 26 105 25 3 2.1 2 .63 
8A. 154 23 29 40 33 16 5 8 3.2 3 1.52 
8B. 152 15 47 44 23 7 10 6 3.2 2 1.43 
8C. 153 35 46 35 17 7 6 7 2.7 2 1.45 
8D. 153 8 28 38 31 16 17 15 3.9 3 1.70 
8E. 154 19 29 38 24 24 10 10 3.S 3 1.67 
8F. 154 14 47 42 19 13 11 8 3.3 2 1.55 
9. 160 17 80 57 6 2.3 2 .70 
10. 161 35 65 34 25 2 2.4 2 1.02 
11A. 160 73 65 20 2 1.7 1 .72 
11B. 158 50 62 40 6 2.0 2 .96 
11C. 161 89 63 8 1 1.5 1 . 61 
11D. 160 83 61 15 1 1.6 1 .75 
HE. 161 84 60 15 2 1.6 1 . 66 
12. 162 30 67 51 11 3 - 2.3 2 
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Table 12 
Section B Raw Data - Private Sector 
ITEM TOTAL A-l B-2 C-3 D-4 E-5 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 74 2 9 11 40 12 3.7 4 .91 
2. 74 17 20 16 19 2 2.6 2 1.18 
3. 74 8 15 8 33 10 3.3 4 1.25 
4. 75 41 4 3 45 22 4.1 4 .84 
5. 74 3 9 8 31 23 3.8 4 1.13 
6. 74 17 39 8 8 2 2.2 2 .96 
7. 74 5 30 9 28 2 2.9 2 1.06 
8. 74 24 35 7 8 0 2.0 2 .91 
9. 75 1 3 13 44 14 3.9 4 .78 
10. 74 1 7 11 47 8 3.7 4 .83 
11. 74 17 31 4 19 3 2.5 2 1.22 
12. 75 1 0 5 40 29 4.3 4 .72 
13. 75 26 40 4 5 0 1.9 2 .83 
14. 74 6 43 11 14 0 2.4 2 .90 
15. 75 0 2 10 50 13 4.0 4 .65 
16. 75 0 18 8 31 18 3.6 4 1.09 
17. 74 1 7 13 33 20 3.9 4 .99 
18. 74 1 11 17 28 17 3.7 4 1.02 
19. 74 0 3 14 51 6 3.8 4 .65 
20. 73 11 34 11 11 6 2.6 2 1.15 
21. 75 2 19 13 30 11 3.3 4 1.12 
22. 74 0 18 7 37 12 3.6 4 1.04 
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Table 13 
Section B Raw Data - Public Sector 
ITEM TOTAL A-l B-2 C-3 D-4 E-5 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 87 3 21 14 39 10 3.4 4 1. OR 
2. 87 9 25 14 35 4 3.0 4 1.14 
3. 86 13 26 16 23 8 2.9 2 1.25 
4. 86 0 5 14 54 13 3.9 4 .73 
5. 87 2 8 5 33 39 4.1 5 1.05 
6. 86 17 37 12 13 7 2.5 2 1.21 
7. 87 10 33 20 22 2 2.7 2 1.05 
8. 87 22 34 18 9 4 2.3 2 1.08 
9. 86 2 11 16 45 12 3.7 4 .93 
10. 86 2 13 20 44 7 3.5 4 .94 
11. 86 10 40 4 27 5 2.8 2 1.20 
12. 86 2 11 9 46 18 3.8 4 .97 
13. 86 26 52 0 7 1 1.9 2 .84 
14. 86 11 35 16 21 3 2.6 2 1.11 
15. 87 5 19 19 39 5 3.3 4 1.03 
16. 86 3 28 13 34 8 3.2 4 1.12 
17. 86 6 8 10 45 17 3.7 4 1.09 
18. 87 5 17 22 34 9 3.3 4 1.10 
19. 87 2 15 15 47 8 3.5 4 .98 
20. 86 12 34 24 13 3 2.5 2 1.05 
21. 87 3 13 16 39 16 3.6 4 1.05 
22. 86 13 16 17 28 12 3.1 4 1.30 
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Table 14 
Section B Raw Data - Combined 
ITEM TOTAL A-1 B-2 C-3 0-4 E-5 MEAN MEDIAN STND DEV 
1. 161 5 30 25 79 22 3.5 4 1.00 2. 161 26 45 30 54 6 2.8 4 1.16 3. 160 21 41 24 56 18 3.1 4 1.25 4 . 161 1 9 17 99 35 4.0 4 .78 5 . 161 5 17 13 64 62 4.0 4 1.09 
6. 160 34 76 20 21 9 2.4 2 1.09 
7 . 161 15 63 29 50 4 2.8 2 1.05 
8 . 161 46 69 25 17 4 2.2 2 1.00 
9. 161 3 14 29 89 26 3.8 4 .85 
10. 160 3 20 31 91 15 3.6 4 .89 
11. 160 27 71 8 46 8 2.7 2 1.20 
12. 161 3 11 14 86 47 4.0 4 .97 
13. 161 52 92 4 12 1 1.9 2 .84 
14. 160 17 78 27 35 3 2.5 2 1.11 
15. 162 5 21 29 89 18 3.6 4 1.03 
16. 161 3 46 21 65 26 3.4 4 1.12 
17. 160 7 15 23 78 37 3.8 4 1.09 
18. 161 6 28 39 62 26 3.5 4 1.10 
19. 161 2 18 29 98 14 3.6 4 .98 
20. 159 23 68 35 24 9 2.5 2 1.05 
21. 162 5 32 29 69 27 3.5 4 1.05 
22. 160 13 34 24 65 24 3.3 4 1.30 
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PRIVATE SECTOR WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
I. Major Strength of PIC? 
The ability to forecast the future needs of the area. 
“ r^*"ie ability to improve the local community living 
standards as well as the relocation or development of new 
industries and businesses in the local community. 
" The flexibility and creativity available' through the 
i -L ix • 
- The talents, abilities and interests of the members 
to provide quality remedial and/or training services and 
jobs for clients. 
— The aoility to coordinate area resources in support 
of specific training and placement goals. 
- Private sector involvement and local control. 
- An ability to make sound policy direction decisions 
to improve education, reduce drop-outs, channel drop-out and 
retraining needs. 
- Proper administration and monitoring of programs. 
- Staff and dedicated business people. 
- The ability of a single body to efficiently 
coordinate the programs, eliminate duplication of effort, 
and prevent the squandering of funds on unnecessary programs 
offering training in obsolete skills or skills which can be 
acquired without any "special" training. 
- Cooperation of all parties and a low level of 
politics. 
- Fairly good demonstrated record. 
- Broad spectrum of viewpoints brought by members to 
employment/training issues. 
- Regional approach to labor market issues. 
- Commitment of people to improve process of utilizing 
training funds. 
- Private sector involvement with the public sector in 
solving specific job training problems. The PIC provides 
an open forum for discussions, focusing on employment and 
employability problems region wide. 
- Brings contractors, employers, and service agencies 
together. 
- Quality members and staff. 
- The wide scope and experience of members. 
- Strong dedicated professional staff and management. 
- Active private sector involvement bringing a good 
networking of private sector people and private sector 
resources put to the use of the PIC. 
- The ability to pinpoint problem areas and recommend 
training. 
- Some business type financial logic.is used to 
determine application of funds to job training. 
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Its ability to coordinate the diverse pieces of the 
job training activity in the region. Its credibility with 
employers. 
Partnership of private and public sectors help move 
programs focused in a meaningful way. 
- At the present time, we have a very competent and 
dedicated leader. 
- Infusion of private sector expertise. 
- Identification of agencies and clients needing help 
from these service providers, and the matching of the two. 
- Private sector majority and chair. 
- Extremely strong officers who provide appropriate 
leadership, along with the talent and enthusiasm of various 
PIC members make up the major strength of the PIC. 
- (1) That it has a federal mandate to exist and to 
function. (2) That it can get access to as much power and 
influence it wants by choosing the right members. 
- Commitment and idealism of members. 
- The ability to bring together the public and private 
sector for mutual benefit. 
- Commitment and degree of involvement of members. Good 
public and private sector relationships. Very competent 
management by administrative agency. 
- Attempt to develop more fully public-private 
relationships and local control. 
- Training. 
- Committee membership and quality of the Executive 
Director and his ability within and knowledge of the 
community. 
- Ability to coordinate public and private sector in 
various projects. 
- The dedication of its members from the private sector 
who have no vested interest. 
- Strong commitment to job training mission. 
- Monitoring staff activities; evaluating results of 
programs. Staff must report to PIC. Good questions are asked 
and good discussion and direction are given staff by PIC 
members. 
- To get community leaders of business and industry to 
work with education and government for an improved delivery 
of services in the area that will eventually have a positive 
impact on the economy. 
- Private sector involvement. 
- Management experience of members provide excellent 
knowledge of the needs of industry and pending changes in 
the need for human resources. 
— The diversity of the members of the council. 
- Business must sell quality on time. So does 
government; we won't wait. 
- Decision making on the allocation of resources. 
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II. Major Weakness of the PIC? 
- Lack of time of most volunteers. 
- The deadlines given relative to the monies offered 
for local programming is something which causes snap 
judgements which often leave value programs overlooked. 
- Its past image (CETA). 
- Lack of real centralized authority and control over 
services delivered to target populations. 
- The fact that we have to work under state rules and 
SJTCC Council decisions which are bureaucratic, politically 
motivated, and often counter to PIC and JTPA goals. 
- (1) Funding decreased will drive out private sector 
people and (2) Too rigid and too low standards for our 
clientele. 
- (A) Performance of PIC members who are providers of 
services and (B) Declining funds vs. increasingly difficult 
to serve population. 
- Strict client eligibility regulations and performance 
standards. 
- (1) An inability to get state administration to 
change its policies and (2) Too much time at meetings spent 
in administrative functions and this causes senior people to 
lose interest; they should be used for policy decisions 
and problem solving. 
- Not decided at this time. 
- Reliance upon a few dedicated business 
representatives. 
- Limitations imposed by the legislation e.g., 
restrictions on program eligibility make it difficult to 
service the (adequate by law) under-employed workers. 
- Low private sector participation and too much 
participation of special interests. 
- Very disparate group of people. 
- Recognition of PIC role in community. 
- Politics, managing declining funds. 
- Any committee type approach to a problem is 
difficult to manage. 
- Too little money and severely limited legally set 
operating guidelines. Not allowed a broad enough approach to 
all training/employment programs. 
- The same vendors continue to supply training for the 
majority of programs. 
- (1) Not enough people from private industry and (2) 
system is too complex for private industry to impact. 
- Lack of enthusiastic commitment by members. 
Limitations on ability to upgrade the "working poor". 
- I don't see anything major. 
- Lack of full support from chief elected official. 
- Lack of time by those private sector people to do a 
really complete job in managing/advising on PIC activities. 
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Lower budget does not always address needs of the 
area. 
” Some service providers have representation on the 
requires conflict of interest changes to control votes. 
- Government restrictions too stringent. 
- Most private sector members cannot devote adequate 
time to totally familiarize themselves with needed 
information. 
- Lack of commitment. 
- Its inability to be more flexible to the needs of our 
area with the RFP process. We need to have a day care center 
and transportation built into contracts to get the hard to 
reach people trained and placed. 
- Poor orientation of new members. 
- I feel that the major weakness is a lack of 
understanding 
of JTPA legislation and also how the state measures 
performance effectiveness. 
- (1) That it lacks a real mandate both from the state 
and federal levels, actually to do anything. (2) That the 
"community" we serve is not real enough and the PIC can't do 
much about it. (We have over 15 municipalities, several 
labor markets, many different ecologies). 
- Bureaucratic restrictions impinging on the decision 
making process and its implementation. 
- Lack of input or authority to effect change. 
- Dependence on government funds which are starting to 
dry up. 
- Centrally set goals often inappropriate for our 
area. Spread out geography; travel distances, lack of 
financial resources. 
- None. 
- Insufficient funding. Funding promulgation on 
performance, new initiative funding in economic development 
related activities, i.e. corporate day care. 
- Too much say by state bureaucrats who have far too 
little to do. 
- The preponderance of CBO type members who usually 
have vested interests. 
- Needs more opportunity to communicate with employers. 
- Sometimes seems disorganized. Lack of continuity of 
membership. Lack of knowledge of how programs worked and who 
does what. Differentiating different programs for the PIC 
members is a problem. Programs seem to overlap at times. 
- Having to deal with so many "turf" oriented agencies 
that have a common goals...But will personally lose if they 
work together too closely because of state number 
requirements, i.e. can't share a client placement, only one 
agency can win. 
- Limited control--needs more authority. 
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- Lack of commitment of the part of many members. 
- The impossibility of the council to be more 
completely immersed in all facets of the operation. 
- The PIC is too aggressive for the legislation and has 
a minimum effect on correcting "hand out" legislation. 
- Limited resources chasing expanding needs. 
III. How to Improve Effectiveness of PICs? 
- Become less politically involved. 
- A quarterly review of the success and progress of 
goals of PIC relative to such sessions, with guest speakers 
who include enlightening presentations as well as 
future advancements. 
- Allow more discretionary funding without guidelines 
for experimental programs; Marketing for all PICs including 
common goals, presentations, literature. Identification with 
'private" support rather than public (social service) 
monies. 
- Give it some real power (Institutionalize PICs 
through legislation and funding). 
- We have to have more flexibility on the decisions and 
goals which will effect our particular SDA. and we must have 
more authority or input at the state level. 
- More money. 
- Broaden PIC's mission to give it stronger influence 
over all training and education programs in the region which 
prepare people for work in the private sector. Coordination 
and elimination (reduction) of redundancy would be the goal, 
along with better preparation for needs of private sector 
employer. 
- Relax the regulations so as to foster and promote 
creativity and innovation. 
- Allow for enough administration funds to employ high 
quality staff that can do all the research, analysis, and 
administration that would enable the PIC to function as a 
well managed board of directors, with decision making 
authority to impact employment-education-training structure. 
- Not on PIC long enough to evaluate. 
- Involvement of people at 2nd from top level of 
business, freer to work than make policy. 
- Educate the public on what the PIC is and what the 
PIC does—Greater awareness would lead to greater reliance 
upon and (hopefully) appreciation of the services provided. 
- More private sector involvement, more targeting of 
programs to the hard to employ core. On the other hand, in a 
close to full employment situation, one has to question it. 
role and goals and whether it is really needed. Or should it 
take on longer range employment goals. 
- Clear identification of goals. 
- Further orientation and greater involvement. 
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- Cut out the red tape. 
JTPA ~S^vTt^llr-TerfSiqht tC C°Ver additi-cmal funds bevond 
ranqe of inh f ° ® f an OVGra11 coordinator of the full 
range or job training programs. 
Have more minority people sit on PIC boards. 
Give private sector members a reason to belong. 
Encourage broadening of mandate to serve workinq ooor 
who are not now eligible. wording poor 
- I feel it is running well. 
Remedy numbers and find other funding sources 
6 ^ m°^e autonomy ^ make use of administrative 
development?0" endeavors as PlarmincI' marketing, staff 
- Unknown at this time. 
Preclude servtce providers from sitting on PIC and 
fund each SDA based upon local conditions and not on last 
year's spending. 
Provide additional state funding for programs to 
train the "hard to serve" groups. 
- Legislators should have better knowledge of PIC 
purposes and goals. 
7 Peri°dic replacement of a percentage of membership, 
training of new members, recognition of group's efforts. 
- More coordination between the other state departments 
(Dept of Education, Dept of Income Maintenance, Dept of 
Commerce) that have training dollars so that completer 
packages could be put out to bid and get fulfilled. More 
people could be served and ultimately placed in private 
sector jobs. 
- Improve orientation. 
- I am unable to comment because I don't understand 
your role to that of the PIC. 
- Reduce mere requests for approval, where PIC can't do 
anything to influence the programs seeking the approvals (or 
obliged to obtain them) . Give PIC a real role in allocating 
state resources in the local area so that resources will be 
used better. 
- Greater control over local issues. 
- Remove some of the politics in funding and giving 
planning authority and funds oversight to local PICs which 
are closer to the problems and potential solutions. 
- Indoctrination for new board members. The first year 
I felt lost in the jumble of initials that stand for 
program names. 
- More input into education; More involves private 
sector members; more money. 
- Develop better orientation programs. 
- Continue to have PICs. 
- Seed money for initiatives generated at the local 
level which will encourage economic development and address 
the labor shortage in the state. 
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- Get rid of the state meddlers. 
- By broadening the client base, and making more 
training available to non-Equal Opportunity clients. 
- Strong chairperson, active subcommittees, orientation 
for new members (and old) in layman's language rather than 
assuming everyone knows what letters stand for, what 
programs are geared to do, and what role is. 
- Give to the "PIC" the power proposed in the "Regional 
Labor Board" concept. Service all clients at one central 
point and assign to the proper agency, also administer all 
funding. Reduce duplication of effort and services. 
- Grant more local control over programs and 
administration of funding that is available. 
- By encouraging participation of middle management 
staff with C.E.O. approval. By allowing more input into 
program development to encourage a feeling of ownership. 
- The chairperson should be a dedicated person with the 
desire and time to be much more active than the average 
members. 
- I think the enabling legislation is really good. 
Concerning the objectives, I'm not sufficiently trained to 
offer a method of increasing the PIC's effectiveness. 
- PIC has to develop greater visibility in that its 
role has expanded to the education/human resources/economic 
development matrix. 
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PUBLIC SECTOR WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS 
l. Major Strength of the PIC? 
- Its focus on the improvement of basic education. 
- The varied expertise of its members. 
The ability to contract the education and traininq. 
p aw ^akes possible a forum for dialogue (input and 
feedback) between the public and private sector. 
- Make up of membership, excellent staff, true 
involvement of members in policy making and choice of 
programs. 
Strong representation of private and public sector, 
very knowledgeable and concerned about getting results for 
resources expended. 
- Diversity of membership. 
- The major strength of the PIC is the involvement of 
the private sector in the planning process, policy process 
and program evaluation process. 
- We frequently redefine or fine tune our mission to 
changing conditions. 
- Responsiveness to two labor markets in our area, 
representing two large cities. 
- Excellent staff; well trained, dedicated, very little 
turnover among key personnel. Hard working volunteer PIC 
members who serve and have meaningful roles on four key 
committees. 
- Business and public sector working together and 
understanding each other better. 
- It encourages the involvement of key community 
figures in job training. 
- That there is a partnership at the local level to 
make decisions for the hard to serve client. 
- Cooperative unit. Mutual respect (locally). Awareness 
of area needs. 
- Our PIC has incorporated many job training systems in 
addition to JTPA funds, and coordinates carefully to provide 
maximum service. Members are intelligent, dedicated and 
aggressive. 
- The wide variety of people and points of view sitting 
at the table together. 
- Liaison between the public and private sector 
agencies. 
- Dialogue between various though important elements of 
the greater community. 
- A sharing between public and private administrations 
of the employment and training needs of the Service Delivery 
Area. 
- (1) Enhanced awareness of the client's needs as they 
relate to labor market demands. Private sector members of^ 
the PIC have been sensitized to the particular barriers that 
clients face. (2) Labor market research. (3) Public-private 
cooperation. t . . 
- Potential of matching available jobs to training 
needs. 
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- Ability to nurture possible placement locations for 
clients. 
- Business leadership and involvement. 
Dedication by staff and several board members. 
- Diversity of membership. 
- It is a direct attempt to utilize money in an orderly 
fashion to reduce unemployment and help people. 
- Diversity of background. 
- (1) Its leadership. (2) A strong SDA Director. 
- Impact on employment and training legislation. 
- Private sector involvement and strong Executive 
Director. 
- Bringing together for a purpose various components 
of the economic community. 
- Administration and cooperation of the parties 
involved. 
- Ability of the public and private sector to work on 
some employment issues. 
- Its ability to attack and work with private sector 
employers. 
- Involvement of private sector. 
- Provides forum for public/private coordination of 
efforts. 
- Oversight; knowledge of area; concern for quality. 
- The ability to provide short term training. 
- I feel the involvement of the private sector has 
enabled the PIC to train people for available jobs in the 
community. This is the major strength of the program. 
- Employment and training. 
- Strong working relationship between the public and 
private sector. 
- We have a cross section of people of different 
backgrounds and expertise. 
- The linkage with the private sector; economic 
development capacity; job training. 
- JTPA director and staff willing to explain openly 
and honestly, the JTPA level of functioning, problems, 
successes. Dedication of PIC members in general. 
- Community awareness through participation. 
- All proposed requests for proposals are run through a 
PIC membership sub-committee and are brought to the PIC with 
recommendations for approval with or without change; some 
are brought to be disapproved. No proposed operation without 
PIC involvement. 
- Representatives of business community. Leadership 
plus representation of other segments. Good ideas have come 
from this combination. 
- high level corporate involvement. 
- The Boston Compact. 
- they serve as a "watch dog" to the administrative 
agency—helps keep or should I say divides the control. 
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KT^T. Eact that it directly addresses the facts of job 
availability and quality on the local level, and enables 
those who are interested the opportunity to obtain a 
perspective on the whole situation. 
Can and should control money flow into the SDA. This 
will ensure quality programs. 
- That private entities can become an integral part of 
the planning and selection process for training programs. 
7 Pr^-vate sector input in the development of job 
training programs. 
- Interest in seeing job training provided. 
— The fact that there are a handful of dedicated 
members on it. 
II. Major Weakness of the PIC? 
- To have a city agency acting as the SDA 
administration. This brings political involvement into 
training/education decisions and gives the public sector 
more than the 49 percent representation required. 
- Its lack of focus on the weaknesses and needs of the 
existing job training system. 
- Insufficient time to devote to PIC concerns. 
- Lacks flexibility to meet changing needs of the 
people it serves. 
- The somewhat "low" visibility in some local areas. 
Individual programs are not always identified with PIC 
"ownership" but rather another "government" program. 
- Difficulty of funding eligible clients when area has 
low unemployment rate and few meeting the economic 
requirements for service. 
- PIC has become a rubber stamp to the administrative 
agency. 
- Not being more involved in local policy decision 
making. 
- The major weakness of the PIC is that it is located 
in the JTPA legislation. Greater diversification is needed 
to cover all aspects of the labor force that want to reenter 
the labor market. 
- Some state/federal standards limit our ability to 
accomplish more in several areas. 
- There have not been enough efforts made to really 
address the needs of the hard core population. 
- Decreasing funds; Need for program operators to 
always select clients most likely to complete programs 
without any incentive to dip into "high risk" group. 
- Not enough business participation. 
- (1) Formula for allocation of funds—As employment 
goes down, the dollars go down, yet this is the time when 
the truly hard to serve emerge and more dollars are needed. 
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(2) Program operators morale/security suffers when they do 
not know when their program will continue from year to year. 
- Lack of sufficient financial support. 
- That we have no say on performance based contracts it 
creams against the people who really need help. 
- Lack of elected official participation. Lack of 
sufficient money, inability to deal with adequate 
transportation and child care facilities. SJTCC not in tune 
with local needs. 
- Problems with State Job Training Coordinating Council 
not being receptive to local input as the PIC feels that the 
legislation mandates and a lack of statewide coordination of 
resources through educational, labor, human resource, and 
income maintenance department. 
- The private sector has limited understanding of (and 
sometimes empathy for) the clients served by the public 
sector. Many private sector members have little 
understanding of the public policy issues behind their 
decisions. 
- Lack of orientation program for new PIC members. 
- Low educational representation to achieve balance 
needed for meaningful and coordinated planning between needs 
and co-delivery system (education and training) 
- The temptation to emphasize positive termination 
statistics (playing the numbers game) to the detriment of 
serving the most needy. 
- Lack of funding. 
- Lip service commitment. 
- Too far removed from client population making for a 
biased and simplistic understanding of their needs. 
- Administrative red tape. i.e. reporting and 
compliance reporting is too complex. 
- Lack of commitment by a majority of the PIC board. A 
rehash of CETA. 
- Politics and organizational self-interest. 
- Necessary time commitment to fully understand 
PIC/JTPA and to participate fully. 
- They can only serve the economic disadvantaged where 
they can, and others they cannot. 
- Self-perpetuating. _ . 
- Lack of member involvement (currently limited to a 
handful of members). , 
- Lack of understanding by some PIC members of 
employment and training system. Decisions sometimes 
politically driven. 
- Control exerted by local governments. 
- Members not having enough time to devote to the 
Vari°“SBoardememSI?sVpr;tty »uch. follow what ^ presented^to 
I tS never discusses issues outside "of the central city except 
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recently. PIC board does not know how large the employment- 
and training programs outside of the PIC are, and the 
complexity of such systems. PIC board members spend little 
time as a whole working on issues. Too many layers of 
administration in PIC umbrella. PIC board/PIC staff and 
programs, JTPA staff and programs/Contractor staff and 
programs, and now the Division of Employment Security 
combination. Far more complex than necessary for such a 
small program. 
- Its failure to have a greater influence on the type 
of training programs provided in the area which reflect the 
needs of the community. 
- Inadequate funding and supportive services. 
- Private sector CEOs may be committed philosophically 
but can't commit the time. Their absence on key committees 
such as planning is very disturbing to me as much falls on 
the shoulders of public sector members. 
- Lack of time for greater involvement. 
- Too much emphasis on State performance measures, that 
fail to account for regional differences. I do not feel that 
State officials look beyond the numbers and understand why a 
particular PIC is performing the way it is. 
- Lack of resources, money and programs. 
- The uncertainty of funding places PIC in an awkward 
position and detracts from its effectiveness. 
- More persons of the working class in the low income 
should be involved in order to obtain personal thoughts from 
them to implement. 
- Lack of leadership. Not enough private sector 
representation. Our local PIC is a rubber stamping run by 
the mayor. 
- PIC members are very busy people—Often cannot deal 
with the issues in depth. 
- In this area, its inability to effect the economic 
climate. 
- Acceptance by the business community. It has evolved 
into mainly social programs and few board training programs 
come before it due to lack of acceptance of participants in 
the training. t 
- Having to cream clients. Not having enough funds. 
- Don't spend enough time together. 
- The constraints of State JTPA regulations and red 
tape that confuse and complicate local creativity. 
- Too many people not attending meetings on a regular_ • 
basis. It is hard to sustain interest mainly because data is 
always handed out but never in the form of real information. 
PIC is too bureaucratic. In my area too heavily 
administrative agency oriented for honest evaluation and 
input. 
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- The left over CETA mentality—that is, the executive 
arm of the PIC I am a member of is the same as under CETA. 
It is very difficult to go from the "agency in control, with 
an advisory board" to the "agency under the control and 
direction of a controlling board". Locally, we have not 
yet wrung that out yet. 
7 PIC controls the SDA, the SDA kept its former 
administrative set up with staff, etc. Would have been 
better if all programs were contracted out by PIC directly. 
- Constant legislative changes which reduce flexibility 
and funding of programs. Too much leadership by public 
agency staff directly related to PIC operations. 
- Limited time. Lack of understanding of job training 
system by PIC members. 
- Rubber stamp for the SDA which controls the entire 
JTPA system. 
- Lack of clarity on PIC role versus staff role. 
III. How Can Effectiveness of PIC be Improved? 
- (a) Should have its own dedicated staff, (b) The 
steering committee should be a subcommittee rather than 
having parity with the PIC board, (c) Better training for 
new members, to include legislative mandates, relationship 
between private and public sectors, labor needs. 
- Focus more on state policy and on the weaknesses and 
needs of the existing job training system. 
- Utilize existing public education and resources, 
i.e., vocational schools, community colleges, etc. 
- Publicize its mission and accomplishments to a 
greater degree. 
- Let it continue with the same goals as presently 
exists. 
- Meet more often for shorter periods of time. 
- Appoint PIC members who are caring for the mission of 
PIC as versus political status. 
- The PIC can be made more effective by dealing with 
all other segments of the population that want to enter the 
labor force, not only the economically disadvantaged. 
- We turn over part of our leadership every year.We 
are now going to raise private funds for programs the Act 
does not allow due to lack of funds. 
- They should become more involved in the community s 
needs and more aware of the real problems and the real needs 
of the people who are not being served. 
- (1) Long term follow up study to determine 
effectiveness of programs. (2) Encouraging the public sector 
to respond to Requests for Proposals with emphasis on the 
hard to serve. (3) Nationwide publicity highlighting 
positives of the PIC programs—Which programs work. Why. 
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!^i^ivKeXamEleS °E people whose lives have been turned 
ound through PIC training programs. (4) Need for special 
innovative programs modeled on Outward Bound, with 
vocational, component, to serve high risk group. Programs 
need to be away from home community, long term, with 
concrete projects and goals so that clients can measure 
success and feel good about themselves. 
— More local autonomy and less paperwork. 
- Make it a clearinghouse for all employment and 
training activities. Make it more attractive to businesses. 
“ Increase dollar amounts. In our area, the dollars 
have been reduced so significantly that most programs will 
be gutted thus reducing PIC's influence to oractically 
nothing. 
- Increase access to research and policy options as 
central focus. 
- There should be more labor input for decent jobs for 
people. 
- Better leadership and direction from SJTCC. SJTCC 
needs to set the tone and direction for cooperation among 
state agencies. More private sector participation. 
- Allow for PIC operations to be more autonomous. Allow 
PIC input to Governor's Coordination Plan, and provide 
technical assistance to ensure maximum outcomes. 
- I don't know. It has all the problems of a volunteer 
organization without a clearly defined mission that all 
members really agree is of paramount importance to those 
within the corporations. 
- Clearly defined tasks and responsibilities for PIC 
boards. 
- Keep PIC from being force into controlling role in 
education or it will establish non-productive, antagonistic 
relations. 
- Allow "positive termination goals" as a ratio of 
participants so as to lessen the need for creaming the 
applicants. 
- (1) Allow "near eligibles" to be served by PIC 
programs. (2) Encourage PIC to be pro-active in fostering 
private industry sponsored training. 
- Only if they really want to. 
- (1) Increase input from those being served. (2) 
Develop sensitivity among PIC members to client population. 
- Give it a stronger identity and more responsibility. 
— Tough question. Go out to business community and 
continuously sell programs, needs, support. Anticipate 
economic changes in employment demands. 
- Remove/reduce performance standards for hard to serve 
clients. Have proposal for training evaluated for cost- 
effectiveness by professional group other than PIC. Remove 
name identification to ensure non-biased evaluation. 
- Decentralization of more authority to PIC groups. 
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- Require rotation of Pic members so as not t-o develon 
of J ?^Sfthat1C°',tr01 the a<3enda Eor extended periods Of time Additional training for Pic members. 
- 1 New member training regarding purpose and 
SDAP°?he s^Y‘ (2d !£Ee °learly define" "is a vis the SDA, the state, and the general public (clients). 
Decentralize decision-making to local PlCs and SDAs 
- Separate totally from JTPA. 
- Make it more politically astute. 
- Keep moving forward—trying to get more people 
actively involved. 
- (1) Provide education to the PIC on all programs of 
employment and training. (2) Don't assume that PIC is the 
answer to employment and training issues in the county. (3) 
Expose the PIC to education and employment issues outside of 
the central city. 
- To have more interactive and open meetings. Plan 
programs. 
- Leave it alone--.it works. 
- Believe we function effectively now. 
- Provide discretionary funding that would enable a PIC 
to do some creative programming that is targeted to the 
needs of the area. 
- More public awareness in news media and or direct 
mailing. 
- Presently under the Division of Employment Security; 
Lost its identity and enthusiasm. 
- Nominate more private sector leaders and change PIC 
Executive Director. 
- Make On-The-Job-Training a bigger role so as to 
expand activity to allow more and more businesses to become 
involved. 
- By better communication with industrial leaders to 
share in the job development. The JTPA cannot just train and 
leave clients. The client needs services to manage to get on 
their feet. The dollar stipend and lack of day care 
eliminates a major portion of the hard to place candidates 
who are eligible for training. Also, the CETA image of 
disaster still hangs on as the appointed directors are still 
the same players courting or being courted by the same 
ineffective vendors. 
- Broader JTPA guidelines and more JTPA funds. 
- Make better use of the committee structure. 
- Information to PIC members should be in a readable 
format—not the reports that go to State reporting. Every 
other month meetings for full PIC does not help to form a 
working group—it simply meets the mandate. 
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- I guess, from my experience on other boards, I would 
give a try at shrinking the size, and go for as close to CEO 
level as possible. We have a lot of time servers who are 
assigned by their company to serve "in-loco honcho" who, not 
necessarily through their own fault, are inadequate board 
members. It would be great if there were some way to rein in 
the amount of in-fighting by the bureau chiefs from the 
local offices of the mandated state agencies, also. Perhaps 
at least the attempt at amenity. 
- Need for more economic development, i.e. have PIC 
involved in creating jobs first, than training for those 
jobs. 
- Make the PIC body more meaningful and flexible—there 
is little leeway with required standards and emphasis on 
statistics. 
- Better orientations. 
- More direct responsibility. 
- Clarify role vis-a-vis staff, and get members to be 
more active. Only 40 to 50 percent really participate; 
Others are "window dressing". 
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